
_193~ ~O~GRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 8231 
OHIO 

Floyd L. Carr, Bedford. 
Walter P. Guenther, · Glenmont. 
William E. Alexander, Spring Valley, 

OKLAHOl\IL\ 
Otto M. Morse, Calvin. 
Mae Tedlock, Choteau. 
John W. Heinen, Okarche. 
Hugh Ferguson, Rocky. 
William W. Powell, Salina. 

OREGON · 

Neta Daly, Beaverton. 
Grace M. Ely, Gladstone. 
Alice J. Nebel, Glendale. 
Vincent Byram, Gold Beach. 
Charles B. Cox, Heppner. 
Margaret Marie Anderson, Jordan Valley. 
Russell H. Sullens, Prairie City. · 
Lisle W. Tame, Talent. 
Luella B. Pinkerton, Weston. 

RHODE ISLAND 

Andrew J. McKeon, Hillsgrove. 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

William M. Thornton, Enoree. 
Glen 0. Howe, Great Falls. 
Eva H. Groce, Lyman. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Fayette A. Nutter, Alcester. 
Nicholas DeBilzan, Andover. 
Anna Donohue, Bonesteel. 
Berthold Flakoll, Bristol. 
Arthur P. Ingle, Harrold. 
August W. L. Trottnow. Menno. 
John P. Radley, Midland. 

TEXAS 

James C. Erwin, Alto. 
Jenna Mae Easter, Anton. 
Marshall L. Felker, Avinger. 
Robert Rowntree, Bartlett. 
Richard E. Trenckmann, Bellville. 
Edmund T. Caldwell, Bovina. 
A. Burton Reagan, Brady. 
Earl B. Hopkins, Brazoria. 
Theodore A. Low, Jr., Brenham. 
Joseph H. Wright, Byers. 
John R. Hays, Cameron. 
Robert A. Goelzer, Chilton. 
Oscar G. Williams, Conroe. 
Alvin L. Clements, Copperas Cove. 
Charlie L. Pratt, Daingerfield. 
Tom B. Lenox, De Kalb. 
Walter E. Holloway, Detroit. 
Bessie B. Langford, Evant. 
Robbie G. Ellis, Fort Davis. 
Henry D. Young, Fort Worth. 
Sloan H. Osborn, Friona. 
Melmoth Y. Stokes, Jr., Goldthwaite. 
James Littleton Tally, Goliad. 
Joseph Kopecky, Hallettsville. 
R. Lawrence Brucks, Hondo. 
Eldon C. Wade, Jayton. 
Richard Hubbard Lemmon, Jefferson. 
Ray H. Griffin, Kosse. 
Harry H. Mann, Levelland. 
James Alexander Able, Melvin. 
Jesse Royce Thigpen, Omaha. 
Edith M. Coffey, Richland Springs. 
Fordyce c. Woodward, Santa Anna. 
Milner T. Cain, Seagraves. 

UTAH 

Theresa R. Taylor, Garfield. 

VIRGINIA 

Gertrude C. Ligon, Amelia Courthouse. 
John Hoge Woolwine, Blacksburg. 
Lavone A. Baker, Cartersville. 
Newman M. Conant, Chincoteague Island. 
Jane M. Mason, Colonial Beach. 
Robert B. Spencer, Dillwyn. 
Charlie S. Farmer, Jetersville. 
Joseph L. Blackburn, Kenbridge. 
Thomas E. Warriner, Lawrenceville. 
William C. Whitmore, Leesburg. 
James M. Shannon, Mount Jackson. 
Ward S. Atkinson, Shawsville. 
Marion W. Sherman, Shipman. 
Edwin J. Shuler, Stanley. 
Robert E. Fifer, Staunton. 
Jessie R. Stanley, Stanleytown. 
Clifford E. Hardy, Victoria. 
William T. Fosque, Wachapreague. 
Benjiman N. Hubbard, White Stone. 

WISCONSIN 

Bert J. Walker, Almond. 
Eben· R. Hanson, Baileys Harbor. 
Andrew J. Osborne, Barron. 
Frank W. Flanagan, Bear Creek. 
Marguerite Irene Knapmiller, Birchwood. 
Fred Martin, Brantwood. 
Willis Engebretsen, Eagle. 
Bernard L. Slota, Gilman. 
Ferdinand A. Nierode, Grafton. 
William F. Schreiber, Hales Corners. 
Louis G. Bernier, Holcombe. 
Johan Gustav Adolph Mollenhoff, Iron River. 
Michael B. Weyer, Lomira. 
William C. McLaughlin, Merrill. 
Gustave V. Anderson, Ogema. 
Laurence L. Shove, Onalaska. 
Willard Dirkse, Oostburg. 
Louis 0. Mueller, Portage. 
Cleveland N. Akey, Port Edwards. 
Laura H. Culver, Pound. 
Tillie E. Brennan, Valders. 
Edmund 0. Johnson, Warrens. 
Marnell E. McCloskey, Wauzeka. 
Rosella M. Anderson, Wheeler. 
Albert L. Brossard, Winnebago. 

REJECTION 
Executive nomination rejected by the Senate June 29, 1939 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

William S. Boyle to be United States attorney for the dis
trict of Nevada. 

liOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, JUNE 29, 1939 

The House met at 11 o'clock a.m. 
The chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., 

offered the following prayer: 

0 Thou, in whose presence the ages are hourress, out · of 
the vastness which is Thine, impart unto us needful wisdom 
and understanding. We pray for that stillness of spirit 
which banishes before it feeble fears with their impotence 
and ills; 0 Soul of our soulS, urge us upward that we may 
find ourselves in Thee. Thou who art Thyself the perfect 
reward of all toil, all sacrifice, and aU agony, we beseech 
Thee to teach us the royal way of living by inspiring in us 
pure desires and from our lips clean words; forbid that we 
should take Thy holy name in vain. 0 Master of the hidden 
1la.me, let the measureless wings of Thy love and mercy 
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shadow us and Thy Holy Spirit revive the deepest under
tones of our imm<;>rtar souls. In the Redeemer's · name. 
Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate, by Mr. FRAZIER, its legislative 

clerk, announced that the Senate had passed a bill of the 
following title, in which the concurrence of the House is 
requested: 

s. 2618. An act to extend the period during which direct 
obligations of the United States may be used as collateral 
security for Federal Reserve notes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed, 
with amendments in which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a joint resolution of the House of the following 
title: 

H. J. Res. 326. Joint resolution making appropriations for 
work relief, relief, and to increase employment by provid
ing loans and grants for public-works projects for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1940. 

The message also announced tl:J.at the Senate insists upon 
its amendments to the foregoing bill, requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. ADAMS, Mr. GLASS, Mr. McKELLAR, 
Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. BYRNES,· Mr. HALE, and Mr. TOWNSEND to be 
the conferees on the part of the ~enate. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILL, 1940 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker,- I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's ta:ble the bill (H. R. 5610) making 
appropriations for the government of the District of Colum
bia and other activities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of ·such District for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1940, and for other purposes, ·with Senate 
amendments, further insist · upon the disagreement of the 
House to the amendments of the Senate numbered 1, 59 to 
71 inclusive, and 101, and agree to the further conference 
asked by the Senate, and that conferees be appointed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Mississippi? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following conferees: Messrs. 
COLLINS, CASEY of Massachusetts, MAHON, STEFAN, and CASE 
of South Dakota. 

AMENDMENT .TO HOUSE RESOLUTION 152 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Com
mittee on Accounts I submit a priviieged resolution for im-
mediate consideration. · 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House Resolution 235 

Resolved, That House Resolution 152 of the present Congress, 
adopted April 5, 1939, is hereby amended by striking out the sum 
"$25,000" where it appears in section 1 thereof and inserting in lieu 
thereof the sum "$125,000." 

With the following committee amendment: 
In line 4, strike out the figures "$125,000" and insert in lieu 

thereof "$100,000." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The resolution was agreed to, and a motion to reconsider 

was laid on the table. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the REcORD by inserting in the 
Appendix a brief statement of H. B. Ellison, financial editor 
of the Christian Science Monitor. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request o.f the 
gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

extend my own remarks in the RECORD and to include therein 
an article written by Mr. Ray Smith, of Indianapolis, Ind. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the RECORD and to include therein 
an article on the subject of neutrality. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to extend my own remarks in the RECORD, and 
to include therein a short newspaper article. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
THE N. L. R. A., THE N. L. R. B., AND P. W. A. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute .. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. l.'.Ir. Speaker, may I have the attention 

of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN], who ex
pressed an interest when I spoke on June 23-REcoRD, 
page 7798-and referred to the situation existing in Somer
set County, Pa., where men asking for jobs on the construction 
of a turnpike which was being financed by State and Federal 
funds were asked to pay a union membership fee of $15 and 
monthly dues before they could be put to work. 

My further statement was to the effect that men were not 
permitted to work on these jobs, although they were relief 
propositions, until they joined a union. 

SOme doubt was expressed as to the accuracy of my in
formation, although the editorial put in the Appendix on 
that same day disclosed the facts to be as stated by me. 

This morning by wire I learned that my analysis of the 
situation was correct. It appears that on June 15, John ·R. 
Frankel, general counsel of the A. ·F. of L. in Pittsburgh, gave 
a statement to the Associated Press to the effect that P. W.·A. 
had refused to recognize the Somerset County ·Independent 
Construction Workers Association, the independent union, as 
a referral agency, and that contractors observing contracts 
with the Somerset County Independent Construction Work
ers Association would not be paid. 

Further information discloses that at present, under one 
construction contract, men are denied work unless they belong 
to the A. F. of L. affiliate; that, under three other contracts, 
men are denied work unless. they belong to the Somerset 
County Independent Construction Workers Association, the 
independent union. Work has not been started under any 
other contracts. 

When the Associated Press statement came out, quoting 
Frankel as authority for the statement that the independent 
union would not be considered as a referral agency, the C. I. 0. 
started an organizing campaign in an endeavor to oust the 
A. F. of L., and the independent workers were thus forced to 
form an independent union, which they did. 

At the present time, it is apparent that no one can obtain 
work on the construction of this turnpike unless he belongs 
to some union, and the independent worker is thus caught 
between the jurisdictional fight between th.e A. F. of L. and 
the C. I. 0. and forced in self-defense into a position where 
he is required to pay either one or the other a membership 
fee and dues or form his own union and pay membership 
fees and dues. 

It is my contention that men who work should be free not 
only to bargain collectively but to join or not to join a union 
and that at no time in this country of ours should any man 
be required to join any organization in order to obtain work 
upon a relief, or, for that matter, any other job. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I yield. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I think it is improper that 

any worker should be obliged to pay before he is given a job. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Then I hope the gentleman will join me 

in bringing the National Labor Relations Act out for amend
ment for, under the act as interpreted and administered by 
the Board, the independent worker, the employee who does 
not wish to belong to a union, is not protected. 
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One amendment proposed by me was to section 7 and added 

the four words, "or not to join", so that the provision read 
that an employee should be free to join or not to join a rmion, 
thus making it clear that coercion, intimidation, and. force 
should not be used to restrict the freedom of any American 
citizen, nor to permit the levying of. tribute upon the man 
who toils. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the RECORD and to include therein 
an editorial from the Philadelphia Record'. 

The SPEAKER. Without obJection, it is so crdered. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. BURGIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

extend my own remarks in the-RECORD and to include therein 
an editorial from one of my prominent State papers, the 
Charlotte Observer, on neutrality. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, r ask unanimous consent 

to extend my own remarks in the RECORD. 
The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is-so ordered. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. JOHNSON of nlinois. Mr~ Speaker, I ask unanimous 

consent to extend my owh remarks in the RECORD and to 
includ~ therein a prize--winning essay of 50 words written 
by an academy student of the Western Illinois State Teach
ers College, which is quite apropos the pending legislation. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered:. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to extend my own remarks in the RECORD and 
to include therein an editorial of a nonpartisan nature. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
There was no objection. 

RED INK DEFICIT OF THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

proceed for 1 minute. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 

· gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RicH]? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, l want to call your attention to 

the red ink that is being used by the United States. GOvern
ment. In 1933 we used red ink to the extent of $1,784,000',-

: 000; in other words, our deficit for the year was that amount. -
In 1g:;4. we were in the hole to the extent of $2,895,000,000; 

, in 1935 the red ink was to the extent of $3,210,00.0,000; in 
· 1936 our red ink was to. the. extent of $4,550,000,000; in 1937 
our red ink or deficit. was to the extent of $3,148,()().(J,OOG. 
Mr. Speaker, in 1938 we ·used red. ink to the extent of $1,384,-
000:,000, and in 1!}39 the red ink you will u-se to the extent 
of $3 ,500~0(l0,0UO. Horrible, terrible,. nation wrecking, un
sound, and unwise. 

Mr. Speaker, just think of the red ink that this New Deal 
administration has been using. Never in the . history of the 
wo.rid have we ever approached sueh astounding figures. The 
situation is terrible and we should stop it immediately. 
Something should be done to change the ruies, regulations, 
and laws of the New Deal or else America will be wrecked. 

Mr. Speaker, I say tCJ you, I say to the majority leader, and 
I say to the chairmen of the var:tous important committees. 
of this House you ought to stop the use of this red ink. 

Mr. Speaker, I accuse thi& present administration of the , 
same and worse administration of affairs, worse than ·that 
when President Roosevelt made the statement at Sioux. City, 
September 29, 1932~ and I quote the President: 

I accuse the present administration of being the greatest spend
Ing administmtion in peacetfmes in all our history; one which has 
piled bureau on bureau, commission on commission, and has failed 
to anticipate the dire needs or reduced earning power of the peo
ple. Bureaus and bureaucrats have been retained at the expense 
c! the taxpayers~ · 

the years of his awn administration. How a man can have 
such a change of heart certainly shows up the man; cer
tainly he cannot have a defense for such a change. If he 
ha:s, let him inform America why he has cllanged so com
pletely from 1932 to 1939. He promised a balanced Budget 
by 1936. Instead of that we are worse off t€>day and getting 
worse every day. We must get sound men at the head of 
our Government or we will fail as our Constitution provides, 
and in that event, God save America. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR WORK REr.IEF-1940 

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent .to take from the Speaker's table the joint 
resolution (H. J. Res. 326) making appropriations for work 
relief, relief, and to -tncrease employment by providing toans 
and grants for public-works projects for. the fiscal year 
ending June 3.0, 1940, with Senate amendments thereto, 
disagree to the Senate amendments, and agree to the corL
ference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Virginia CMr. WooDRUM]? 

There was no objection, and the Chair appointed th.e 
following conferees: Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado, Mr. WooDRUM 
of Virginia, Mr. CANNON of Missouri, Mr. LUDLOW, Mr. THOMAS 
F. McMILLAN, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. O'NEAL, Mr. JoHNSON of West 
Virginia., Mr. TABER, Mr. WIGGLESWORTH, Mr~LAMBERTSON, and 
Mr. DITTER. 

NEUTRALITY ACT OF 1939 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 

itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of House Joint 
Resolution 306, the Neutrality Act of 1939. 

Mr .. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, pending that motion, may 
I say that both the gentlemen from New . York [Mr. BLOOM 
and Mr. FisH] feel that in order to take care of some Mem
bers- who desire to speak in general debate, general debate 
should be extended 30 minutes, 15 minutes to be controlled 
by the gentl€man from New York [Mr. BLoeM] and 15 by the 
gentleman from New York EMr. FisH]; and I make that 
unanimous-consent request. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN]? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I shall not object, I would like to 
know the program for today? Is it the intention to press 
this bi-ll to a vote tonight? 

M:r. RAYBURN. It is. 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. No matter what hour 

that may come? 
Mr. RAYBURN. I would not want to stay here until 1 cu: 

2 o'clock in the morning, but if we can reach a vote by 9 
or 10 o'clock; yes. 

The SPEAKER. Is. there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion offered by 

the gentleman from New YOTk [Mr. BLOOM]. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 

of the Whole Hou.se. on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of Hause Joint Resolution 306, with Mr. CooPER 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 

gentleman from California [Mr. -IZAcJ. 
Mr. IZAC. Mr. Chairman, many times you have appeared 

before various committees to find two or three Members 
sitting in the hearings, which were considered more or less 
important. r want to tell you that for 3 months your 
Comrruttee on Foreign .Affairs has helc! hearings on this 
important piece of legislation, and usually from 80 to 90 per
cent of the membership of that committee was present. 

Mr. Speaker~ that statement made by the President shoul'd 
make him bow his head in shame when he looks back over 

: That at least should give us credit :for having given due con
sideration to the pending legislation. 
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The objectives of any neutrality act, of course; are first to 

take care of the needs of our own people. That was the 
paramount objective of our committee. Second, to treat all 
nations alike. Into the American mind has come the feeling 
that neutrality means keeping us out of war. Those terms, 
however, are not at all synonymous. 

I want the Members to bear in mind as I go along with 
my remarks the fact that the American people are demand
ing some kind of neutrality legislation for the express pur
pose of keeping us out of war. I am convinced the only 
reason that the Committee on Foreign Affairs held hearings 
as early as 1935 and passed a neutrality bill was because of 
the demand of the American public that we have something 
more than international law on which to rely in case the 
world again catches fire as it did in 1914. The present act 
is an evolution of the act of 1935. We have placed in the 
act something which I opposed, and which I will always op
pose, a partial embargo. Whenever you have a partial 
embargo it is bound to be unneutral because no two nations 
are situated alike. It is no fault of ours that they are situ
ated differently. Some have means of carrying goods across 
the sea. Some rely for their defense, let us put it, on sub
marines. Some have raw materials and some have not. We 
cannot hope to equalize the assets and resources of foreign 
nations, but we can do this: we can treat them all alike. 
When you place in a neutrality act a partial embargo it is 
bound to make you take sides with this group or that, the 
"have" or the ''have not" nations. The present act has a 
partial embargo in that it embargoes what my friend the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH] calls "lethal weapons," 
or death-dealing weapons. Do you realize there are seven 
categories of those weapons, seven different types of imple
ments of war that have been placed in these lists that 
eventually have become embargoes -against the belligerent 
nations? 

There are only three types of nations and an embargo is 
bound to affect those three types differently. First we have 
the "have" nations. The "have" nations are those who do 
not lack for natural resources, raw materials. They are not 
bothered so much if we place an embargo on arms and am
munition because they have the raw materials with which to 
make them. Then there are the war-bent nations, the na
tions intending war or actually engaged in war, and you and 
I know what nations they are. Do you think for one mo
ment they are going to rely for their ·implements of war on 
another nation's supplying them with the finished product? 
An embargo does not affect them. Is it not ridiculous to 
suppose that Germany today, with the Krupp works and the 
Skoda works, two-thirds of-the great munitions works of the 
world outside of this country in their hands to produce im
plements of war and munitions of war, would depend on 
some other nation for its war supplies? Why, no. If I were 
a dictator, the first thing I would do would be to build ar
senals to make my own implements of war. 

So in the last analysis the only group of nations you are 
affecting by denying them implements of war is the poor, un
defended, small nations like Holland, Belgium, and the Scan
dinavian countries, and t:1;10se who are not in a position to 
have their own arsenals and munitions factories. 

That is why I say the present act is unneutral to that ex
tent. Do not misunderstand me. There are many fine 
things in the present neutrality act, such as the Munitions 
Board, which I am sure all people of whatever political be
lief are firmly convinced · should remain in a neutrality bill. 

To go further, many of you served in the Artillery during 
the World War. You know as well as I do that your 3-inch 
guns were the soixante-quinzes of the French Army. You 
did not use a single 3-inch gun from this country during the 
World War. Why? Because they made their own muni
tions over there. What did they need from us? The raw 
supplies, the materials which are not embargoed and never 
have been embargoed. 

This is why I tell you it is so ridiculous to continue having 
in a neutrality act a partial embargo. It may sound appeas
ing to the sensibilities of the American people to tell them 

that we will not ship death-dealing implements, but we give 
the other countl:ies the molds and the machinery and the 
raw materials, the acids, the cotton, the things they must 
have to build the implements of war. · 

Forgetting nations, whom are you discriminating against? 
You are discriminating against our own people. You are 
saying to the agricultural districts, "Go ahead; ship your 
wheat and your cotton"; but to your people in the East, in 
the manufacturing districts, you are saying, "Oh, you cannot 
do that. You cannot manufacture those things and send 
them away to other countries because they will be used as 
death-dealing instruments." 

When you send implements of war abroad great care is 
required in handling and in packing. A great amount of 
space is taken up in ships. For instance, when you manu
facture bombs or ammunition of all kinds, such as smoke
less powder, and send it across the seas, a very large amount 
of space is required. Most of these implements have to be 
crated. But when you send these nations the raw cotton 
and the scrap iron and the oil, they are shipped in bulk 
and require fewer bottoms to transport the amount required. 
You are giving them the very thingE: they need, not the 
things they do not need. 

So, I say to you that the thing. we are fighting today
and this is the meat of the coconut-is the arms embargo. 
We want to eliminate section 1 of" the old bill and substitute 
therefor a new section which has no embargo o.n war 
materials. 

I have tried to be consistent about this proposition. I 
did not support that feature of the present act but accepted 
it because it was the best neutrality bill we could get, and 
the American people demanded a neutrality act. If you 
want to keep war away from this country when the whole 
world is afire, in my opinion there is only one way to do 
it, and that is why I am an isolationist. You must actually 
put an iron ring around the Western Hemisphere and keep 
everybody out of there, but it cannot be done according to 
international law. 

[Here the gavel f ell.J 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 additional minutes 

to the gentleman from California. 
Mr. IZAC. If you will embargo everything I will go along 

with you. If you find Europe afire and you want to .stay 
out of it there is one way to stay out of it that I know of, 
and even that I would not guarantee; and that is, as I 
say, erect an iron ring around the Western Hemisphere 
and deny to the nationals the ships and ·implements of 
war, planes, submarines, and surface vessels the use of the 
waters of the Western Hemisphere. The State Department 
says you cannot do this, that the 3-mile limit is where 
they stay and that brings the war to our very borders. 
But it is far better to have an absolute embargo on all 
things than a partial embargo denying the very things that 
poor, defenseless nations must have for their own self
defense. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. IZAC. I yield. 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Could the gentleman tell us of any 

nation that is in the category he mentions, that is, buying 
any lethal weapons from us now? Is it not true that Holland 
and Switzerland and Sweden and the Scandinavian coun
tries not only produce such arms as they need, but buy 
theni in Europe from friendly powers? 

Mr. IZAC. No; that is not entirely correct. Holland 
has an order here for planes at the present time and in 
case they are encroached upon by one of the aggressor 
nations the first thing they would have to do, of course, 
would be to come to us for arms and ammunition. 

Let me now develop my thought further. We say the 
whole world is afire and most people are thinking in terms 
of the European continent. I am looking with my eyes in the 
other direction. There it is, Mr. Chairman, that trouble is 
brewing for the American people-:-in the Orient. · 
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Today, how much do you suppose we ship to the Orient

even though we have the right because Japan and China are 
not supposed to be at war, the neutrality act is not invoked, 
and we have the -right to send munitions of war to Japan? 
Why, she laughs at that. She says, "We make our own 
things over here. We have bought the machinery from 
America. We are making our own bombs." Would it not 
be ridiculous for them to send a ship, a great, big, 30,000-
ton vessel of 18 knots speed, to come over here to get 
bombs and grenades? She gets the scrap iron and the oil 
and the other things she needs under the present Neutrality 
Act and these are the things she has to have to continue the 
war. 

So I show you, as plainly as I can, that the present act 
does not mean we are neutral. It does not keep the nations 
of the world at peace, and therefore we are remiss in our 
duty to the American people in that we are deluding them 
that by having this feature in the act we are keeping the 
peace and keeping this Nation, incidentally, out of war. 
True, we have kept out of war, but it was as a result of the 
action of our President, in my opinion, who had all the 
opportunity in the world, if he wanted it, to get into a 
war, but he has not wanted to do so, and I bring that to 
your attention. He has not wanted to, much as you hear 
about our President leadin_g us into a war. He has been 
in power here for 6 or 7 years and during all of that time 
nations were at war or were at each other's throats, both 
in the Orient and over across in Europe, and he never 
resorted to the slightest pretense of going into war. He 
tried to maintain the dignity of the American Republic in 
the eyes of the world, and I think he has done so, but here 
you are tying his hands in not giving to some of the smaller 
nations the right to defend themselves. 

Mr. BRE'\VSTER and Mr. KNUTSON rose. 
Mr. IZAC. I yield first to the gentleman from Maine. 
Mr. BREWSTER. In pointing out the supplies of raw ma-

terials shipped to Japan, is it not true that when we do not 
· fabricate those munitions we do, to some extent, ship what 
becomes a part of its peacetime economy? 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5 

additional minutes. 
Mr. IZAC. It is true that if we should have a boom in 

war supplies, it would undoubtedly have some effect in 
getting us into a war, as it did before. I think that was 
one of the reasons, but I tried to point out that there is 
not the slightest chance for the aggressor-bent nations, 
the war-bent nations, to have to come to us for those 
things. In another month England and France will be in 
practically as good position as the other axis powers in 
providing the munitions that they must have. We do 
not have to furnish that to them, but we do, and they ex
pect it, have to send them the things to continue the war, 
and those, I maintain, are wheat, cotton, oil, scrap iron, and 
the things they make their munitions with. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Does not the gentleman admit him
self out of court? As I understand, there is nothing in 
this act to prevent the shipment of those things. 

Mr. IZAC. That is why I say unless you go along on a 
complete embargo against the world at war you will not 
be able to stop that kind of shipment; but at the present 
time, this is what you have. You say you can send all 
those things, but do not send the finished product. Is not 
that foolish? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Do you not conclusively prove that 
by not shipping munitions we will retain our peacetime 
economy, which is what upset us in the last war when we 
lost that? 

Mr. IZAC. No. I should say the cotton growers and 
the wheat growers would still want to ship to a nation or 
nations at war, and they are going to continue to demand 
that they make their profit, cost what it may. That is 
what I object to. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. IZAC. I yield. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. As I understand the gen
tleman's position it is this: If you are going to be effec
tive and start on an embargo policy, you must embargo 
not only arms and munitions, but everything? 

Mr. IZAC. Absolutely. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Embargo all or nothing? 
Mr. IZAC. Absolutely. If we are to go on -as a peaceful 

nation and take our place in the family of nations, the only 
thing you can do is to ship to everyone or permit them to 
come and get the goods, but do not attempt to have a par
tial embargo that takes sides. It is the most unneutral part 
of the present act. 

Mr. SHANLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. IZAC. I yield. 
Mr. SHANLEY. As a matter of fact, if this peacetime idea 

is to prevail, we ought to stop the present boom in airplanes, 
and I do not think there is a man in the country, conversant 
with the conditions of our national defense, who would de
mand that we attempt to slow up the present airplane pro
duction in this country. 
- Mr. IZAC. No; because everyone feels that we need those 
ourselves. Of course, the Army and the Navy came before 
our committee and they pointed out that during the World 
War we could not depend on the Washington Navy Yard, 
the finest establishment of its kind in the world, but we had 
to send to all of our communities and get 90 percent of the 
guns and materials we had to have in the World War. When 
you limit the production of our factories so they cannot even 
have the experience, of course, it will be a faCtor in case this 
Nation is ever attacked; but I like to allay the fears of the 
American people. I see no reason why this Nation should go 
into war. If we adopt this bill-and I like the bill, because 
it is at least treating everyone alike--I say that we are giv
ing notice to the world that we unfetter our hands, that we 
are masters of our own destinies; we will make the terms as 
we meet them, and in the meantime we will treat all nations 
alike. That is something you cannot say about the present · 
act, and that is why I appeal to you to repeal the present 
provision of the embargo of arms. 

Now, one other word and I am through. You are hearing 
so much about international law. Yes; international law is 
better than the present act, I grant you, but it is not better 
than we propose. International law you may come to, but I 
will tell you what the American people will tell you when 
you get back home, and probably before you go back home . . 
If you throw out all neutrality legislation they will say, "You 
cowards. You threw up the sponge." That is what they 
will say. They want some kind of neutrality legislation, and 
they are entitled to it, and this bill, I believe, glves it to them. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle

man from Washington [Mr. HILL], one of the most sincere 
and consistent advocates of the cause of peace and keeping 
America out of war in the Congress of the United States. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I do not question the motives 
of any Member of this Congress. It is not a question of 
motives, but it is a question of methods, whether we are 
going to involve ourselves in a foreign war or not, and be
cause of that I must choose for myself and vote against this 
neutrality bill, because I believe it is a step leading, as it did 
in 1917, to have us unite with foreign countries in their 
foreign entanglements and their foreign wars. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I do not have the time now. 
I quote from the Recessional, by Rudyard Kipling, a poem 

that you remember, too: 
Lord God of Hosts, be with us yet, 
Lest we forget--lest we forget. 

As I have been listening during the past few months to the 
propaganda in the newspapers throughout the country and 
here on the floor of the House, it is the same thing I heard 
from 1914 to 1917. For that reason it seems to me that we 
have to watch our step and not forget the terrors of the 
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World War. We must refuse to enter in any way into en
tanglements with foreign nations that tend to involve us with 
them in their wars. 

Yesterday I attended a reception to Crown Prince Olaf, 
of Norway, and Crown Princess Martha; and again at the 
legation tonight we will have the privilege of meeting them. 
He is of Danish descent. She is of Swedish descent, and 
they represent Norway. I want to call the attention of the 
Members of this House to how those three Scandinavian 
countries settle their differences. Instead of flying at each 
other's throats they sat around the table in 1815 and again 
in 1907, using their reason, using their common sense and 
their patriotism, if you please, to settle their international 
questions and differences peaceably. [Applause.] 

I believe we could and should do that in the world today. 
I am proud of my descent from that Norwegian ancestry that 
has the good sense to settle its questions peaceably. 
- We talk about the Prince of Peace. Let us follow His 

teachings. I respectfully submit that He was not only the 
most idealistic of men but the most practical. Caesar, Na
poleon, the Kaiser strutted the stage of life for a brief time 
and naught but their evil deeds live after them. But the 
life and ideals and teachings of the Master has made possible 
the civilization of today. We need only to put them into 
practical use today to prevent war, to solve our economic 
problems, and right our social wrongs. Let us remember that 
if we want peace we must think peace and we must talk peace 
and we must act peace. The only way to do that is to refuse 
to have anything to do with those nations across the seas 
which want to entangle us in their methods of solving their 
problems, meeting vice with vice and force with force. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Will the gentleman point out 

in what particular this bill causes any foreign entanglement? 
Mr. HILL. It will aid Great Britain and France in getting 

implements of war, and this will lead us into war. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. The bill, as drawn, does not 

aid one nation more than another; it makes us neutral by 
providing for the treatment of all nations alike. 

Mr. HILL. But we have the reality of some nations being 
able to coine and get what they want from us, and other 
nations not. We must face facts as they are, and not a 
theory, as the gentleman would have us. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. The present law is unneu
tral; it is in conflict with international law. The pending 
bill is neutral and does not show partiality to any country. 

Mr. HILL. We heard the same arguments in 1917. We 
should not heed them today. 
- My time is up. I close by calling attention to the fact that 

this distinguished Prince Olaf and Princess Martha are now 
in the gallery, and it is indeed an honor to have as our guests 
these representatives of such a real democracy as Norway. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield one-half minute ad

ditional time to the gentleman from Washington in order 
that the gentleman from Connecticut may ask him a ques
tion. 

Mr. SHANLEY. As a matter of fact, did not those heroic 
Scandinavian countries pursue their neutrality only under a 
rigid adherence to international law? Is it not a matter of 
further fact of record that they asked the United States 
during the World War to champion the cause of the neutrals, 
as was done in 1780? 

Mr. HILL. Yes; that is true; but it was real neutrality. 
Mr. SHANLEY. After all, their ability to stay out of the 

last war was due to their adherence to the tenets and prin
ciples of international law. 

Mr. HILL. But the principles we are following in the 
present bill would eventually bring us into alliance with 
Great Britain and France. This was the result in 1917. This 
will be the result now, in case of a world war, if we pass this 

legislation. I for one do not want to repeat that experience. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen

tleman from Minnesota, born in Norway and who has served 
in this House with great distinction for the last 24 years, 
the Honorable HAROLD KNUTSON. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, this is a great occasion, for 
we have the honor of having with us today the Crown Prince 
and Crown Princess of Norway, a fine and wholesome young 
couple. [Applause, the Members rising.] Norway is the land 
I am proud to call my native land. 

As the preceding speaker so ably pointed out, the Scandi
naVian countries have set -to all the world an example of 
neutrality that we might well follow. They have been able 
to maintain neutrality through stress and storm because they 
will to remain out of all entanglements with other countries. 
[Applause.] If we get into a future war, the chances are it 
will be because we want to get into it. 

The measure now before the House, known as the Bloom 
bill, is one of the most important and, in my judgment, the 
most dangerous measure to come before this body in two 
decades. [Applause.] 

Why its proponents should refer to it as a neutrality bill is 
beyond my understanding. It is anything but that. This 
is probably the first of a series of mea~ures that will be pre
sented as a prelude to our participation in the next war on 
the side of the "haves" as against the "have nots." 

The Bloom measure is clearly designed to definitely aline 
the American people and all their resources in manpower and 
material in the tense struggles now being waged across the 
seas to preserve existing boundary lines. 

Mr. Chairman, the Roosevelt-Hull foreign policy closely 
parallels the foreign policy of Woodrow Wilson. Today we 
witness the same preaching of hatred, we hear the same false 
tales of atrocities, we have the same name calling by highly 
placed officials, such as polluted the air back in 1915-17. 
The same group of international bankers ply their disloyal 
and nefarious practices. The measure before us might have 
been written at 10 Downing Street or Quai d'Orsay. Cer
tainly it is strangely deficient- in its Americanism. The 
Bloom bill is loosely and poorly drawn. In places it is adroitly 
ambiguous and throughout it confers powers upon the Presi
dent that do not square with American principles and tra
ditions. 

Let us briefly examine some of its provisions. 
The Bloom bill in a number of places is susceptible of sev

eral interpretations. Und~r section 1 (a) the President is to 
issue a proclamation if he finds that a state of war exists 
between foreign states and that it is necessary to preserve 
the security or promote the peace of the United States or to 
protect the lives of citizens of the United States. In this 
proclamation the President is to name the states involved in 
the war. A proclamation might be issued under this section 
naming nations A, B, and C. Section 1 (b) provides that 
whenever the conditions which caused the President to issue 
any proclamation under the authority of subsection (a) have 
ceased to exist, he is to revoke the same. If nation A ceases 
to be involved in the war before the termination of such war, 
there is no way under the proVisions of section 1 whereby the 
President can eliminate nation A from the application of the 
various provisions of the joint resolution without revoking 
the whole proclamation, as it might apply to B and C, who 
are still at war. 

Under section 3 (a) it is unlawful for any citizen of the 
United States, or vessel flying the :flag of the United States, to 
"proceed through any areas defined from time to time by the 
President to be areas of combat operations and so specified in 
his proclamation.'' Under the wording of the bill it would 
be unlawful for an American citizen or an American vessel 
to proceed through such area, but they could enter it and 
retrace their course without violating the law. 

Mr. FORD of Mississippi. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield. 
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Mr. FORD of Mississippi. Does not the gentleman know 

that an amendment will be proposed to that section? 
Mr. KNUTSQN. I am discussing the bill we have before 

us. I do not know what amendments will be offered. I can
not, therefore, discuss something we do not have before us. 

Under section 4 (d), the President is given power to pro
hibit the export of articles or materials "until all right, title, 
and interest therein shall have been transferred to some for
eign government, agency, institution, association, partner
ship, corporation or national." Under international law, the 
status of goods as free goods--that is, goods entitled to neu
tral protection-has never depended on the nationality of the 
owner. It has always been considered to be the domicile of 
the owner that governs. 

Mr. PATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I want to call the Speaker's 
attention to the fact that his royal visitors have walked 
out on us. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Never mind; sit down and be your age. 
This is too serious a matter to treat with levity-at least, it 
is to me. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. ! ·yield. 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Now that our visitors have left, I 

wish to remind the gentleman, in response to the suggestion 
. made that we had to ship arms to protect Scandinavian coun
tries, that Norway in May of this year bought the staggering 
total of $387.93 worth of war munitions. 

Mr. KNUTSON. They will probably be used against 
poachers. 

The author of this bill-I do not want to be personal, because 
I think he is not in the -room naughterJ-in drafting sub
section (d) of section 4, evidently labored under the delusion 
that international law can be set aside by domestic legislation. 

As I read section 4, the President is empowered to impose 
sanctions and lay embargoes and I quote the language that 
confers such power: 

(a) It shall therefore be unlawful except in accordance with 
such rules and regulations as the President shall prescribe, to 
e11.-port or transport, or attempt to export or transport, or cause 
to be exported or transported, from the United States • • • any 
articles or materials until all right, title, and interest therein shall 
have been transferred to some foreign government. 

And so forth. Under this phraseology he can make the 
provisions of the law applicable to one nation or group of 
nations as against another nation or group of nations. That, 
in effect, gives him full power to impose sanctions and lay 
embargoes. 

Under the second sentence of section 5 (a) all community 
chests, welfare organizations, . hospitals, and other similar 
local charitable organizations are prohibited from soliciting 
contributions to relieve local human suffering and to meet 
local emergencies unless such solicitations have been ap
proved by the President. There is nothing in this sentence 
to indicate that the solicitations which are prohibited are to 
have -any connection whatsoever with the war ' described in 
the PreSident's proclamation issued under section 1. 

Section 10 (h) repeals the provisions of the act of August 
29, 1916, relating to the sale of ordnance and stores to the 
Government of Cuba. The 1937 Neutrality Act carried an 
identical provision for repealing this act, so the act has al
ready been repealed once and I see no necessity for going 
through the motions of repealing something that has already 
been repealed. 

When the Bloom bill is taken up for amendment it is my 
purpose to offer a motion to strike out all after the enact
ing clause and to amend section 1 of the 1937 Neutrality 
Act. The effect of this amendment will be to amend the 
arms embargo provisions of the 1937 Neutrality Act and 
to leave all other provisions of that act now in effect, un
changed. 

The amendment I shall offer reads: 
Amendment proposed by Mr. KNUTSoN to House Joint Resolution 

806: Strike out all of section 1, and insert the following: 
"That section 1 of the joint resolution of August 31, 1935 (Pub-

11c Res. No. 27, 75th Cong.), a.s amended, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"'PROVISIONS RELATING TO WAR MATERIALS AND LOANS 

"'SECTION 1. (a) Whenever a foreign state is at war with any 
other foreign state, the President shall by proclamation so declare, 
and shall include in such proclamation the names of the states 
involved in the war, and, from time to time, by amendment to 
such proclamation include the name of any other state when 1t 
becomes so involved, or exclude the name of any state when 
it ceases to be so involved, as the case may be. A state named 
in such proclamation as involved in the war shall for the purposes 
of this section be deemed to be a state to which such proclamation 
applies. 

"'(b) Whenever a proclamation issued pursuant to subsection 
(a) is in effect, ·it shall, notwithstanding the provisions of section 
3, be unlawful-

" '(1) for any person to export from any place in the United 
States to any State to which such proclamation applies any arms, 
ammunition, or implements of war which the President by regula
tions issued under subsection (d) defines as such, or any articles 
or materials which the President by regulations issued under sub
section (d) defines as capable of being converted into arms, am
munition, or implements of war, or 

"'(2) within the United States for any person, or either within 
or without the United States for any person who is a citizen of 
the United States, to make any loan, directly or indirectly, to the 
government of any state to which such proclamation applies, or 
of any political subdivision thereof, or to purchase or sell any 
obllgation of any such state or political subdivision issued after 
the enactment of the Neutrality Act of 1939.'" 
unless the President has by proclamation d-esignated such state 
as having agreed to and as complying with a code of warfare 
acceptable to the United States. 

" • (c) Whenever a proclamation issued pursuant to subsection 
(a) is in effect it shall, notwithstanding any . provision of subsec
tion (b) or of section 3, be unlawful-

" '(1) for any person to export from any place in the United 
States any arms, ammunition, or implements of war which the 
President by regulations issued under subsection (d) defines as 
such, or any articles or materials which the President by regula
tions issued under subsection (d) designates as capable of being 
converted into arms, ammunition, or implements of war, to any 
state that is in arrears or in defa:ult in payments due on any debt 
of such state to the United States; or 

"'(2) within the United States for any person, or either within 
or without the United States for any person who is a citizen of 
the United States, to make any loan, directly or indirectly, ~o the 
government of any state or of a political subdivision of any state 
that is in arrears or in default in payments due on any debt of 
such state to the United States, or to purchase or sell any obli
gation of any such state or political subdivision issued after the 
enactment of the Neutrality Act of 1939. 

"'(d) As soon as practicabie after the enactment of the Neu
trality Act of 1939, the President shall by regulations define every 
article and material which constitutes arms, ammunition, or im
plements of war, and every article and material which is capable 
of being converted into arms, ammunition, or implements of war 
and shall not amend or modify such regulations during any 
period during which any foreign state is at war with any other 
foreign state. 

"'(e) Whoever violates any of the provisions of this section 
shall upon conviction thereof be fined not more than $250,000 or 
imprisoned for not more than 5 years, or both. 

"'(f) As used in this section "citizen of the United States" in 
.the case of a person other than an individual means a person 
organized under the laws of the United States, the laws of any 
State of the United States or any political subdivision of any such 
State, or the laws of any Territory, district, or possession of the 
United States.' · 

"SEc. 2. This joint resolution may be cited as the 'Neutrality 
Act of 1939' .'' 

In short, my amendment would bar all sales of war mate
rial to such belligerent nations as refuse to subscribe to a 
code of civilized warfare, or who are in default in their debts 
to us. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield one-half minute addi

tional time to the gentleman from Minnesota and I ask the 
gentleman to yield to me. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield. 
Mr. FISH. I do this simply for the purpose of saying to 

the Committee that the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
KNuTsoN] is the only Member of the House left who voted 
against the entrance of this country into war in April 1917 
and still is one of the most valuable Members of the House. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 

Ohio [Mr. JENKINS] such time as he may desire. 
Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, it is my judgment, 

and I think my judgment will be concurred in by everybody 
who has been attendant upon these debates, that these have 
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been the most interesting and the most elucidating debates 
we have listened to in this session of Congress; they have 
been really brilliant and entrancing. I find myself, however, 
although I have listened assiduously and religiously to both 
sides, being drawn back irresistibly, as a magnet draws steel 
to itself, to the position that this is in effect not a neutrality 
bill. I shall feel constrained, consequently, to vote against 
it. [Applause.] 

In the first place neutrality is a state of mind. Neutrality 
is a mental process. We are neutral or nonneutral depend
ing on the circumstances of the occasion. There is an ele
ment of right and justice that governs our neutrality. Com
plete neutrality cannot be legislated. In order to secure just 
neutrality it would be necessary for us to wait until the 
occasion presented itself. It is not to be claimed that the 
present Congress is more capable or more patriotic than 
future Congresses. Neither is it to be claimed that the pres
ent Chief Executive is more capable or more patriotic than 
a future Chief Executive may be. It is safe to assume that 
the present Chief Executive will be as capable and patriotic 
in 6 months from today as he is today. - Eight weeks ago and 
8 months ago the war clouds were hovering close over the 
world. They have lifted somewhat now. We are not in
volved now with any country in such a way as that we irre
sistibly may be drawn into any world conflict. We are in a 
good position now to maintain our neutrality. The Congress 
of the United States is the mouthpiece of the people. The 
Constitution gives to Congress the right to declare war be
cause Congress is the mouthpiece of the people. When 
Congress grants through statute any additional powers to the 
President or anyone else Congress to that extent and in that 
respect surrenders that much of its power and places that · 
much restriction upon itself. ·To illustrate this I need only 
to point out the difference between the situation that arose 
when Italy waged its war against Abyssinia and annexed that 
country, -and the situation that arose between the contending 
groups in Spain, and the situation which arises from the war 
Iiow being waged between Japan and China. In the war be
tween Abyssinia and Italy we were not vitally concerned 
economically or racially. Our interest was that we disliked 
to see the liberty and freedom of one country invaded with
out right by another. In the contest between the different 
groups in Spain we were not nationally interested except as 
these groups represent different political and religious views 
and except -as they were encouraged or discouraged by other 
European· powers. In the contest between China and Japan 
our interests would not be the same as in a contest between 
Great Britain and -Germany. Why, therefore, commit our
selves to any rule of conduct until we know the nations to 
be involved in any certain contest, and the principles at stake 
and the object sought to be attained. As I have already 
stated, there are many factors that must be considered in de
termining whether one should remain neutral or whether 
he should assume an active affirmative position or · a passive, 
retiring position. 

I therefore feel that since we are at peace with the world 
our best policy is to remain at peace and do nothing that 
can be construed by any nation as an unfriendly act or to 
be construed by any other nation as an unduly friendly act. 
Of course, I do not mean that we should retreat into a com
plete state of isolation. My position is that we should await 
emergencies and meet them in a straightforward way when 
they ·rise up to confront us. Our people and those in 
charge of our Government are intelligent and patriotic. We 
have the financial and physical power to protect ourselves, 
if necessary. We have heretofore shown to the world that 
we are not imperialistic and do not covet the lands or pos
sessions of any other nation. We have the assurance that 
the American people are almost unanimously opposed to war. 
With all these factors contributing together we have every 
reason in the world to retain our present attitude and to 
await developments. 

This bill that we have for consideration before us could 
well be postponed until a later date. But since it is before 
us we must dispose of it. 

In the first place this bill does · not in any way deal with 
the subject of embargo on arms and munitions. That pro
vision of the law was allowed to lapse and become ineffective 
by expiration of the time limit in the law and while until 
a few months ago our would-be neutrality law carried in it a 
provision against the sale and shipment of arms and muni
tions to belligerent nations, this bill studiously avoids any 
consideration of that proposition. It should be amended to 
contain such a provision. · 

If I were to be compelled to lay down two propositions 
upon which the American people are almost unanimously 
agreed with reference to this matter of war and neutrality 
they would be-

First. The American people are opposed to war. 
Second. The American people believe that the sale of 

munitions and arms to belligerent nations will more quickly 
contribute to war than any other one cause. 

I am therefore opposed to the Bloom bill because it will 
increase the probability of our getting into war by giving 
the President unreasonable authority, and I am further 
opposed to the bill because it does not contain a provision 
providing an embargo against the shipment of arms and 
munitions. 

One need not be especially learned in statesmanship or 
international law, or in Government finances, to know that 
there is no quicker way to get into a war than for a nation 
to assist one or the other of the combatants by furnishing 
th.a.t country with guns and war materials with which to 
prosecute more vigorously its side of the controversy. The 
only thing to be gained by our sale of munitions is that it 
might give to our people more empJoyment and give to our 
manufacturers th~ chance to earn more money. I recognize 
the fact that there is dire need for both of these conditions 
in our country but still you cannot weigh human lives and 
human suffering in the same scales with doUars. We can 
live without the dollars, as we have been doing through the 
severe depression in which we have found ourselves in the 
last 6 years, but we should be careful when we make any 
bargain or assume any obligation that must be paid off in 
human lives and human suffering. 

Personally, as I have already state-d, I should prefer that 
we had not taken up the consideration of this bill' at this 
time, but since we have taken it up, I shall support any 
amendments that · will tend ·to defer and delay any final 
action and any final commitment by our country into any 
set and definite program. If an amendment to that effect 
shall fail then it shall be my purpose to support the inclusion 
of a clause into the.bill to provide an embargo against the sale 
of arms and munitions of war. 

All through this bill there are provisions that give the 
President additional power. These sections giving the Presi
dent additional power are honestly drawn and I do not want 
to charge anybody with any ulterior motives. I do not 
want to char~e the President or the Secretary of State with 
anything but the highest motives. Many of · our great 
Presidents have been mistaken ·and have honestly advocated 
policies that would, if accepted, have been disastrous to the 
Nation. Even the youngest of our membership can remem
ber the issues of the Presidential election of 1920. We were 
just fresh out of the War. President Wilson, of whom all 
fair-minded men will say that he was an able and a patriotic 
man, had a vision of world peace. He was supported in his 
views by many of the finest people in our country. They 
thought that the World War ·had been waged to make the 
world safe for democracy. Time has proven that Mr. Wilson 
was wrong in his position. Mr. Wilson was opposed by a 
few members of Congress who were at first severely criti
cized. However, when the country awakened, the weakness 
in the position· of President Wilson was soon discovered. He 
had misjudged the temper of the people of Europe. He 
forgot that they had been in a state of declared and unde
clared warfare for a thousand years. He had forgotten the 
racial and political and financial prejudices of those coun
tries. He had thought · that the millenium qad come when 
as a matter of fact it was just the lull -between · one storm 
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! and another~ The political parties in 1920 took up the issue 
t as to whether we should enter the League of Nations and 
1 whether we should involve ourselves in such a way as to be 
tied up with the jealousies and intrigues of Europe. 

When our people ·had a chance to speak through the 
ballot box they spoke emphatically and we stayed out of 
the League of Nations. The people were right then and 
are equally capable of being right at this time. But had 
we entered the League of Nations, where would we be today? 
We would be the big policeman for the world until we had 
exhausted our heritage and all our wealth and until we 
were on the common level with the rest of the dissatisfied 
nations of the world. It is a sad fact that practically every 
nation in the world today is dissatisfied. Many of them 
are in war or on the verge of war. In our own great country 
our people are terribly dissatisfied. They feel the pinch of 
want and the lack of work. They feel that their anchorages 
have been· pulled up and that they are drifting. They feel 
that no more can it be held that no one is a true Amer
ican who does not earn his bread by the sweat of his face. 
They feel· that many a good American is denied this privi
lege now through_· no fault of his own. Once he could get 
a job. Now he must accept charity. In the face of all this 
unrest and uncertainty our country is in better shape than 
any of the rest from one standpoint alone and that is from 
the standpoint of peace. Why, therefore, should we risk 
this one outstanding blessing that we enjoy as against most 
of the world? 

This proposed bill grants to the President many rights 
and privileges which although he may assume them with 
the most sincere purpose he cannot be infallible and he 
may in an effort to carry them out inadvertently and irre
sistibly involve us in a confiict with other nations. 

Take, for instance, the provision where he is given the 
power to define areas through which Ain.erican ships and 
Amei"ican people should not travel, and provisions where he 
is given authority to provide regulations for shipments of 
goods and materials, and provisions where the I-Tesident may 
prescribe rules and regulations with reference to the usages 
of ports. These provisions call upon the President to deal 
with delicate situations that are clearly outside the. field of 
diplomacy. They deal with business and hard-headed and . 
selfish business practices. I have always felt that in matters · 
of diplomacy the President and the Secretary of State should 
be given great leeway of operation. I have always been will
ing to trust them regardless of politics. In considering 
matters of diplomacy, the principal qualifications that a 
President and Secretary of State should have are ability 
and patriotic integrity. i have no desire to impute the lack 
of either of these splendid qualifications to either our Presi- . 
dent or our Secretary of State, but I do say that when the 
President is given rights and privileges beyond his sphere by 
the Congress there is danger that Congress and the people 
will maintain that the action of Congress, while originally 
only the grant of privileges, was in effect a duty to be per
formed, a harmless grant may become a dangerous duty. 
In other words, it is· hardly fair to the President for Congress 
to load· him down with powers and privileges and then hold 
him responsible for duties and performances. 

We, the Congress of the United States, are by the Consti
tution given the privilege of representing the people in mat
ters pertaining to a declaration of war. This privilege car
ries a profound duty in that to us also and alone is given the 
responsibility of saying whether and when our people and 
our country shall be thrust into a war. I do not want to 
shift that responsibility. I am willing to assume my part 
of it and to go through with it, as I think my constituents 
would want me to do . . ·I know that my constituents are op
posed to war and would sanction war only as an extreme 
case to protect and maintain the dignity and honor of our 
country and her people. I know that my constituents are 
opposed to any steps that will endanger the lives _of our 
young men for the sake of · an opportunity to increase the 
business activities· of a nation however badly these business 
activities need to be increased. 

LXXXIV--520 

I hope that when our deliberations are 'concluded and the 
final vote has been taken on this bill and the amendments 
thereto, that we will have done what the American people 
think should be done. As one · humble Member of this great 
body, that shall be my purpose. I shall do nothing that will 
tend to involve us in a war that can be averted. [Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr.·Chairman, I yield to another distinguished 
Member from the State of Ohio [Mr. BENDER] 5 minutes. 
· Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, under this bill the Con
gress is reduced virtually into nothingness insofar as its 
ability to control a war is concerned. Under the Bloom bill 
so many things could be done by the President before de
claring a war that it would be virtually impossible to keep 
us out of war. I would like to see the whole "bloomin'" 
business thrown into the ashcan, all of it except section 16; 
the repeal clause. The bes·t way to take American politics 
out of international affairs is to defeat this measure. [Ap
plause.] The future of our American youth is on top of 
American soil and not under European ground. During the 
past year when we have had discussions and rumors of 
war in this country,.the country has had the jitters as never 
before. I am in favor of relieving the ·mental anguish the 
people of this country experience every time there is a 
rumor of war or a discussion of war on the :floor of this 
House or anywhere else in Washington. 

We send our missionaries to China to convert the heathen 
Chinese and our war materials to Japan to mow them down. 
There are throughout the land thousands of missionary 
societies that are knitting, sewing, and ·giving dimes in order · 

· to send missionaries over· to China and· elsewhere. What 
are we doing here? What is happening·in Washington? ·we 
are sending war materials to Japan or permitting war ma
terials to be sent, or closing our eyes to the fact that they 
are being · sent over there in order to mow down the 
Chinese. What is the use of singing "From Greenland's icy 
mountains, from India's coral strand" and then vote to 
give one man unlimited -power to determine whether or not 
we shall be plunged into a confiict that · will break down 
all the Christian principles that we have been taught 
throughout many generations? · 
· There seems to be a disposition to decide the next election 

with a· lot of phony statements on this war business. If our 
·sensibilities cannot be shocked by the atrocities committed · 
in China, Austria, Ethiopia, Albania, and Russia, and if these 
are not s1,1fficient to provoke war, then why all this con versa- · 
tion about neutrality? . Why present legislation kidding our 
people into believing that any law will be sufficient to make 
the world safe for democracy? 

What does this bill say regarding a civil war in any other 
country_? . 

Mr. Chairman; I want to vote against" this -bill and make 
it easier for Roosevelt to go back to Georgia this fall. It 
seems to me that the President is occupying much of his 
time setting up straw men to knock them down again. The 
President spoke before Munich, and Mr. Hitler took Sudeten
land with honor. Later Mr. Hitler raped Czechoslovakia and 
earlier he had raped Austria. 

The best way for America to proceed is to set its own 
house in order. Let us have an example of good govern
ment at home. 

The other day I received in the mail copy of a sermon de
livered by Dr. Harry Emerson Fosdick on the subject of 
Dare We Break the Vicious Circle of Fighting Evil With 
Evil? I commend 'it to every Member of Congress, and I 
shall ask unanimous consent to have it printed in the 
RECORD. 

No matter how sincere may be the motives which underlie 
the administration in sponsoring the proposed neutrality 
act, everyone of us must analyze its.. provisions microscopi
cally to discover whether or not they will keep us out of war. 

We have · already gathered an abundance of evidence to 
indicate that our President is definitely allied with the "in
ternationalists" in the conduct of our foreign affairs. What
ever may be the justification for his position, this much is 
certain. We run greater risk of placing our necks in a noose 
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if we run around with lawbreakers than if we steer abso
lutely clear of them. 

I object to any foreign policy which places vast P<>wers in 
the hands of one man whose discretion is almost absolute. 
No matter who may sit in the White House, it is dangerous 
for a nation of 130,000,000 people to entrust its destiny in 
the hands of one man in times like these. In the last few 
years, we have witnessed an amazing demonstration of presi
dential astigmatism. Our President was able to see a war in 
Spain, but he is still utterly blind to the war which has been 
raging in China for 3 years. 

Under the proposed Neutrality Act there is no provision 
whatever to keep us from taking sides in a civil war. What 
kind of neutrality is this? If we had shipped armaments to 
either side of the Spanish confiict, would we have had the 
right to claim ourselves as "neutral?" If revolutionary 
struggles break out anywhere, the proposed law would make 
an absolute mockery of neutrality. 

In the last analysis the problem raised by the administra
tion becomes simply this: Shall the President of the United 
States have authority to determine the position of our Na
tion in time of war? Shall we vest in him the power to 
control our foreign policy so completely that the ultimate 
decision of war or peace is no longer open for discussion? 
All of us know full well that a President, in whose hands we 
place the conduct of our international relations, is to all 
intents and purposes the most powerful man in our land. 
Given the right to do as he chooses with our armed forces, 
moving the Navy about from hemisphere to hemisphere, his 
prerogatives are all but royal whenever there is danger CJf 
an international confiict. 

Under our Constitution, the White House is already the 
dominant influence in every question of foreign affairs. But 
the Bloom bill extends this influence still further. It offers 
the Presidency almost unlimited powers. · 

The President alone would have power to proclaim the 
existence of a war and to designate the nations involved. 
To judge by our past experiences, we might well find the 
powers of Germany, Italy, and Japan ranged in a war against 
Britain, France, and Russia, with our White House solemnly 
proclaiming that two of the six nations named were not en
gaged in a "war." Ridiculous, you may argue, but surely it 
is no more absurd than the distinction drawn by our Presi
dent in labeling the Spanish confiict a "war" and designating 
the Sino-Japanese struggle as something else. 

The point must be clear. No President should be given 
the unrestricted authority to make so momentous a decision; 
and surely it is dangerous to entrust to our present President 
the determination of a "war" in the light of his own actions 
in the recent past. 

But the tale does not end here. Under the measure favored 
by the administration, the President having perceived the 
existence of a "war" would then have the right to declare 
it unlawful for our citizens to travel on vessels of the warring 
nations, "except in accordance with such rules and regulations 
as the President shall prescribe." From the White House 
would come a description of "areas of combat operations" 
through which our people, and the vessels owned by citizens 
Of the United States as well, could not travel "except under 
such limitations as the President may prescribe." 

Once the war was established to the President's satisfac
tion, it would be unlawful for any person in our country 
to sell, buy, or exchange securities issued thereafter on behalf 
of any of the governments named as engaged in the conflict, 
except that the President could make an exception in favor 
of commercial credits and short-term obligations of a peace
ful nature. 

Exports of goods to any belligerent state would be banned 
"except in accordance with rules" which the President might 
again fix. The use of American ports as bases of supply 
could be restricted by the President. He might forbid sub
marines and armed merchant vessels of belligerent nations 
to enter our harbors; and a good many unpleasant inter
national possibilities could rise here from the presence of 
machine guns, small arms, and ~he like, on any vessel. 

• 

Running through the entire proposal is the v.nderlying 
current of dependence upon the judgment of the President. 
Once more the people of our Nation would be surrendering 

' their right to determine their own affairs. Congress, which 
has just recaptured the constitutionally granted privilege of 
legislating for our people, would be in effect surrendering it 
once more to the White House. 

Granting that under present world conditions we must 
have a flexible foreign policy, ·we cannot afford to let the 
determination of that policy rest in the hands of one man, 
no matter how wise or how benevolent we may regard him. 
And when we have received abundant evidence casting doubt 
on both his wisdom and his benevolence, we must make 
certain that our fate does not depend upon his incalculable 
whim. 

The President speaks of our new frontiers in France. We 
had a frontier in France 20 years ago and it availed us 
nothing. I would like to see our frontiers kept over here. 
[Applause. J 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 

desire to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. SHAFER]. 
AMERICA WANTS GENUINE NEUTRALITY 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I will not at
tempt to analyze the provisions of this so-called Bloom 
neutrality bill, to which I object. I take this opportunity to 
put myself unequivocally on record as being for genuine 
neutrality. · 

There is no question about the fact that the American 
people want genuine neutrality. The people of this country 
do not want our men and our money to be shipped across the . 
seas again. They do not want our youth to again shed their 
blood on foreign soil in another futile attempt to make the 
world safe for democracy. We did not make the world safe 
for democracy by going into the last war. We would not 
make it safe for democracy by going into another war. Our 
big job, as I see it, is to stay at home and make America safe 
for democracy. Let us solve our own domestic problems and 
get back onto the road to normalcy and prosperity. If other 
nations want to indulge in armed confiict, let them do so. 

There is only one way to be neutral, Mr. Chairman. That 
is to be neutral. This Bloom bill is not a neutrality bill in 
any sense. It is a bill designed to place in the hands of the 
Chief Executive the power to plunge this Nation into war. 

By no stretch of the imagination can we claim that this 
administration is neutral. It has chosen sides in the con
flict in China; it has chosen sides in the disputes of Europe. 
To give the President the discretion of deciding when an 
armed confiict constitutes a war; to give him the power to 
invoke economic sanctions against one side and in favor of 
the other, particularly in view of his own declarations on the 
subject of foreign disputes, is, in my opinion, to give him the 
power and the discretion to render this country unneutral 
any moment he chooses and to involve us in another world 
conflict which would complete the ruin of our civilization. 
· I agree with those who have stated that in passing on this 

legislation we are passing on a question of war or peace. 
The countries of Europe by reason of their pecular prob

lems, which are not our problems, have for centuries fol
lowed the policy of balance-of-power politics. Great Britain 
has traditionally been in the position of standing in the 
middle of the seesaw board of European power politics for 
the purpose of maintaining a balance of power which would 
be of advantage to herself and whatever allies she happened 
to have at the moment. In order to maintain this balance 
of power England has had to domin.ate the seas. She has 
had to maintain a navy sufficiently powerful that no other 
nation or group of nations could hope to vanquish it. 

History ·does not disclose that either England or France 
has been free from aggression themselves. Quite to the con
trary. To maintain the balance of power England has 
moved first to one side and then the other of the political 
seesaw of Europe, always with an eye to her own profit and 
advantage . 
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1 am not quarreling with Great Britain's position. But 1 

do not want England and France to inv~igle the United 
States into the position where Uncle Sam will be occupying 
that precarious position in the middle of the political seesaw 
board of Europe. 

·It seems to ·me that if we would adopt a similar cash-and
carry policy, together with a refusal to lend money to either 
belligerent when a conflict is on, we could remain neutral, 
stay out of war, and attend to our business at home. 

' 1.have no objection to embargoes of arms and munitions 
whenever two or more nations engage in armed conflict. 
While 1 doubt somewhat the efficacy of such embargoes they 
will certainly not· get us into trouble if they are impartially 
invoked and applied. 

· I freely admit that a cash-and-carry policy, together with 
a policy of impartial embargoes on munitions of war and on 
loans· to any belligerent, will operate to the disadvantage of 
small nations as against large nations. Although I sympa.:. 
thize entirely with China, I do not close my eyes to the fact 
that the cash-and-carry policy and the embargo on loans 
and munitions would operate to the disadvantage of China 
and to the advantage of Japan. On the other hand, the same 
policy would operate to the advantage of England and France 

' and to the disadvantage of Germany and Italy. 
. But in such a case we would be neutral. If we expect to 

maintain neutrality in any sense of the word, then we must 
expect to stand a~ide while weak nations of Europe may be the 
victims of aggressor nations. 

Regardless of economic sanctions or anything else, how 
can we imagine that we could have helped Ethiopia or Al
bania in any way whatsoever short of sending men and 
money across the sea to defend them against Italy.? How 
could we have rendered any assistance to Czechoslovakia 
short of sending men and money across the seas to oppose 
Hitler and his Nazis? 
· If we are going to undertake to police the world and to 

uphold a balance of power in an effort to prevent the historic 
aggression of some nations against other nations, then we 
had better look the facts frankly in the face and prepare 
to maintain an army and navy equal to the combined navies 
of Germany, Italy, and Japan; and we had also better face 
the fact that we will be in war up to our ears and over our 
heads before a very long time has passed. 

I am not willing to undertake to have America police the · 
world. 1 am not willing to undertake the role of becoming 
protector of every small nation on the globe. I am not 
willing to climb up on the political seesaw board of Europe · 
and endeavor to maintain a precarious footing while strad
dling the Atlantic and the Pacific Oceans at the same time. 
· All of the countries of Europe, not the least of whom have 

been Italy and Germany, have sent us millions of worthy · 
citizens who have helped to build this Nation. Our popula
tion is made up of peoples from all the other nations. We 
have an ocean which separates us from the Orient on the one · 
side and from a quarrelsome and troubled Europe on the 
other. 
. We have friendly neighbors to the north of us and friendly 

neighbors to tpe south of us. Let us maintain our position 
at home and leave the playing of power politics to others 
abroad. 

Insofar as the Monroe Doctrine is concerned, I would uphold 
it at whatever cost and by whatever means may be necessary. 

As to any threat of any nation, or group of nations, in
vading this country and seeking to exact tribute from us, 1 
would say fight to the last drop of blood. I do not, however, 
believe that any combination of nations within the next half 
century could even contemplate moving against the United 
States either through South America, or on our west coast, 
or from the north. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I say if we are going to enact a 
neutrality bill, let us have a genuine neutrality bill. Let us 
not be deceived by a name or a title into voting for this Bloom 
measure, which is the antithesis of a neutrality bill, and 
which, in my opinion, if passed, will expose us to the perils 
of becoming involved in foreign wars. [Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. YouNGDAHL]. 

Mr. YOUNGDAHL. Mr. Chairman, practically every 
speaker on this bill has denounced war. Practically every 
speaker has voiced America's desire for peace. 

Then why the opposition to the embargo on arms to 
warring nations? In my opinion, there can be only two 
reasons; either they desire to favor certain nations over 
others or else they are concerned with the profit motive. 
The American people are opposed to both these reasons. 

. Our experiences in the last war should teach us the fallacy 
of favoring one nation against another. America cannot 
pick sides in any war and long remain out of it herself. If 
America is to favor one nation against· another, it will only 
be a matter of time until we too are in war. 

If we are opposed to war in America, and not one Member 
of this House would say that he favors war, then we should 
. be just as strongly opposed to war in any other part of the 
world. Shipment of munitions and war material to any 
warring nation can only aid in the continuation of war. 
Surely the events of the past year, when our country has 
been placed on record as favoring certain nations against 
others by the ~xecutive department, should make us move 
wtih care in the granting of any further discretionary 
powers to that department. 

American mothers do not want their sons sent to war. 
Neither do they want the sons of Chinese mothers, of Czech 
mothers, or any other nations sent to war. American moth
ers want peace-peace not only for America but peace for 
the entire world. 

If we pass the so-called Bloom bill, the President will have 
the power of continuing his campaign of favoritism, which, 
in my humble opinion, can only lead us into war. 

Although our last neutrality bill provided that where a 
state of war exists no munitions nor war material may be 
supplied, yet we are told by good authority that America 
is Japan's chief source of the war material she has used in 
her war on China. 

Has it occurred to you that Japan has been one of the 
most flagrant violators in their. treaties with other nations? 
Do you believe that a nation which violates its word, its 
promises, and agreements is entitled to help? Do you be
lieve that we should help such a nation against the very 
nation toward which we have assumed the role of big 
brother? 

If we are to have neutrality, then let us have a strict neu
trality. Let us mind our own business. We are not mind
ing our own business by picking sides in someone else's 
quarrels. 

In short, the Bloom bill, in my opinion, gives too much 
discretion to the Chief Executive, who already has shown 
his partiality in European and Asiatic aff-airs. It does not 
provide for a mandatory embargo to all warring nations. 
It does not permit America to mind her own business but 
makes certain that we will pick sides in every quarrel that 
arises . 

The Bloom bill, in my opinion, would throw America into 
the thick of impending fights. My vote will never be cast 
for that kind of neutrality. 

·Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. SWEENEY]. 

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, at the outset 1 want to 
pay tribute to a fine American, the ranking minority mem
ber of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FisH]. [Applause.] I 
think he has done a fine job in keeping this question alive, 
not only during this debate but from the time he took off 
his uniform as a distinguished soldier in the last World 
War. He has talked on more than a thousand platforms 
in this country. I shared these platforms with him many 
times, and I have never found the day or hour in his life 
that he has not kept this question before the Nation, from 
a nonpartisan viewpoint, if you will, as a great American, 
determined no American boy ever again die on a foreign 
battlefield. As a Member on this side of the aisle, I have 
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disagreed with him, so have my colleagues, on partisan 
matters. He has been a sincere partisan, but on this ques
tion he has been a nonpartisan. I salute my distinguished 
colleague. I want to ask the Members of the Congress to 
approach this question upon a nonpartisan basis. 

I have heard statements made in the debate that "Profes
sor Who-Is-This" and "Professor Snooper" have said that 
the golden age has arrived, we cannot be isolationists any 
longer, which means that we have to get into every fight 
to save the munition makers and the international bankers. 
That is the theory upon which their arguments are predi
cated. I fail in this debate up to now to see anyone giving 
us the information on the question, "How does labor stand?" 
How does the working class stand? Who speaks for them? 
That is the class that will have to furnish the cannon fod
der-the youth of America-to fight a war perhaps once 
again on the pretense that we must save the world :for 
democracy. 

I tried to find labor's attitude on this legislation, and I 
did find out. I got in touch with Mr. William Green, presi
dent of the American Federation of Labor, a Democrat, if 
you will, a friend of mine of 25 years' standing, and a friend 
of Franklin D. Roosevelt. I want to read to. this Congress 
what he has to say on this important subject. This is a 
statement he made before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee in April of this year: 

The American Federation of Labor has endorsed the principles 
upon which the Neutrality Act was based, that a neutral nation 
has obligations as well as rights and that the munitions industry 
is a matter of public concern. We do not believe that this is the 
time to make changes in this law, for any change in this legisla
tion might be interpreted as a change in our foreign policy. So 
essential is it for our country to do its part in maintaining peace 
between nations that In my opinion we should do everything pos
sible to avoid raising any doubt as to our wish to remain aloof 
from the controversies of other countries. 

The workers of the United States want peace. We went through 
the World War, doing our full part. The lessons of that experi
ence have convinced us that world problems can b~ solved only 
under conditions of peace and through the instrumentalities of 
peace. The working people of this country are firm in their de
sire to avoid entanglement in the intrigues of nations seeking 
aggrandizement of territories or protection of the gains of former 
aggression. 

We believe that the present neutrality law has served the inter
ests of peace between nations and that it should be continued as 
it was enacted in 1937. 

American labor is disturbed by obvious efforts to promote war 
hysteria. We cannot forget the loss of life and manhood when 
a generation of young manhood was conscripted for the World 
War. Labor throughout the length and breadth of the United 
States is opposed to sending another generation into the trenches 
of war, and we urge that every possible safeguard be taken to 
avoid anything that would needlessly contribute to a war develop
ment. 

This is no time for experimentation. Labor, therefore, urges 
continuance of a measure that has been helpful in the hope that 
peace may be served. 

Again, in May of this year, over his signature as editor 
of the American Federationist, Mr. Green states: 

Our political institutions are controlled by democratic ideals 
and have grown out of a deep-rooted desire for freedom. Inde
pendence from foreign control and the principle of representation 
made possible the development of political democracy within our 
boundaries. As a new and relatively unimportant Nation, we were 
not concerned with the struggle for territorial expansion and 
aggrandizement tha.t harried the Old World. Of world powers, we 
asked only to be let alone to develop in peace and freedom. In 
our own affairs we have found that political democracy must- go 
hand in hand with economic democracy. Doubtless this is a gen
eral principle. 

In our Federal Government it has seemed wise to establish and 
maintain a balance of power between the Executive and Congress. 
We have tried to maintain the same balance in the field of foreign 
policy with Congress deciding policies, and the President dealing 
with specific situations in accord with policies outlined. The 
Neutrality Act of 1937 is based on this principle, and to change 
it at the present time Is to create an apprehension that we are 
changing our foreign policy. Any change may add to war fears. 
American labor wants peace, not war. We therefore ask that the 
present Neutrality Act be continued in effect. 

In the present difficult international situation, strong pressure 
has been behind a proposal to increase the President's authority 
and responsibility under the Neutrality Act. The purpose is to 
make possible quick and .efficient action in crises. To follow this 
course is to adopt the procedure of foreign countries and to aban-

don the safeguards of our traditional democracy without assuring 
peace in the world. 

For centuries the nations of Europe have relied upon force in 
their relations with other countries. Power politics still dominate 
this field. Some countries have their spheres of infl.uence defined 
and established, others are less fortunate or more recently set to 
the task of developing power. Foreign infiuence rests on terri
tories and armaments. If the United States is asked to participate 
in Europ~an matters, we must come into the zone of power politics 
after policies have been determined, commitments have been made, 
and a crisis reached. Our interference would mean nothing for 
peace. The aggressor nation of one generation defends the status 
quo of the next. 

The welfare of the United States is tied up with the progress 
of democracy .in living, and we have found that political democ
racy is inseparable from economic democracy. Any basis for co
operation between the United States and other governments for 
world peace must be in accord with these basic principles so that 
there might be mutual understanding and joint action for indus
trial and political democracy for all nations. 

We are not insensitive to the struggle going on in the world, but 
amending our Neutrality Act in such a crisis would not express our 
desire for world peace but would be interpreted as partisan action. 
American labor is profoundly concerned for peace and for develop
ing the practices and agencies for maintaining peace between na
tions. In the light of World War experience we hold that war 
settles nothing and that future generations should not be asked 
to serve in the trenches. The Neutrality Act of 1937 is a defense 
against entanglements in the disputes of other countries. 

That is the voice of labor, ·speaking for millions of organ
ized workers, and I might say, yes, for the unorganized work
ers of America. Heed that voice and heed it well. "No change 
in our neutrality policy." That is what Mr. Green says. I 
wanted to be sure of that and I called him by telephone. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SWEENEY. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 
Mr. FISH. Does the gentleman know of any group that 

is asking for this bill? Does the gentleman know of any 
farmers who are asking for this bill or any businessmen who 
are asking for it? 

Mr. SWEENEY. I can speak only from my own experience, 
that I have never received one communication asking for 
this bill. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SWEENEY. I am sorry, my time is limited. I re
spectfully decline to yield. 

Mr. Green is a Democrat, I repeat. Over the phone the 
day before yesterday he said, "I have not changed my con
viction one iota, and you may tell your colleagues of the 
House of Representatives how I stand." 

Who wants this bill? The other day or a few days ago 
we entertained a distinguished couple from Europe. Some 
of us were vocal in our protests. Some of us suspected tha1i 
there was a sinister purpose behind the visit. Newspaper 
editorials said it was bad taste even to suspect the sinister 
purpose behind the visit of the King and Queen of Great 
Britain. I received, and some of my colleagues who were 
vocal in their protests received, some very adverse criticism. 
Well, we can take it, but let me show you some of the proof 
of our statement that there was a hidden purpose in the visit. 
Our suspicions are now being confirmed. 

Over at Banff, Alberta, when His Royal Majesty was relax
ing on the veranda, he made a very significant statement 
which is carried in Newsweek, a publication edited by my old 
friend and townsman Raymond Maley, the first brain truster 
under Roosevelt, under date of June 19, 1939. The article is 
entitled "Significant." I will read it: 

The purely political considerations behind the royal visit to the 
United States were not betrayed by the exchanges of formal speeches 
between President and King. Mr. Roosevelt touched lightly on 
world matters at the White House dinner when he said: "I am 
persuaded that the greatest single contribution our two countries 
have been enabled to make to civilzation • • • is the example we 
have jointly set by our manner of conducting relations between our 
two Nations. • • • It is because neither of us fears aggression on 
the part of the other that we have entered no race of armaments." 
But the King, speaking, as throughout the trip, clearly and dis
tinctly, contented himself in reply with a pious, "I pray that our 
great Nations may ever in the future walk together along the path 
of friendship in a world of peace." 

However, on at least one occasion reporters thought George VI 
dropped a hint of what was in his mind during the historic North 
American visit. Relaxing from his regal role momentarily at 
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Banff, Alberta, a fortnight ago, the King spoke freely to British 
and Canadian correspondents of conditions in Europe. One remark 
especially seemed , significant. It was to the effect that :•we" 
(presumably the democracies) would "show them" (presumably 
the axis powers). A number of American reporters h ad str~g:" 
gled. up in time to hear these words, but Walter Thompson and 
George Steward, respectively Canadian and British public-relations 
aides of the King, persuaded most of them to agree not to report 
-the incident. One American who tried first to telegraph and later 
to telephone the story found the Canadian communica-tions office 
would not handle it. 
' And Washingtonians observed the monarch's half-hour tete-a
tete with J. P. Morgan at the Embassy garden party. No matter 
if the conversation concerned nothing more serious than the 
abominable weather, Senator NYE may turn the circumstantial 
evidence to his account in the forthcoming Senate battle over a 
new neutrality act. In NYE's inquiry on the causes of America's 
entry into the World war, Morgan was played up as the man who 
arranged British loans in this country and later was instrumental 
~n drawing Washington in on London's side. 

No one but the principals kn'ows what President Roosevelt and 
the ruler discussed during their hour-long chat after midnight 
in the second-floor oval study at the White House. But British 
journalists in the King's entourage seemed somewhat to give the 
show away. G. Ward Price, of the powerful Rothermere news
paper chain (headed by the London Daily Mail), spoke frankly 
of the purpose behind the British Government's insistence on 
the United States visit and followed up by inquiring whether 
veteran Washington correspondents thought the visit might have 
the effect of abating traditional congressional skepticism toward 
British statesmanship. He asked particularly whether there was 
any prospect, as a direct result of Their Majesties' tour, of modifi
cation of the Johnson Act to permit loans to Britain in the event 
she became involved in a war which Price thought might very 
well come this summer or fall. . Another British correspondent 
quite candidly asked an American newspaperman: "Will you be 
wit h us if we have to fight these madmen?" 
· Most of the Washington correspondents gave the inquirers a 
realistic answer: the royal visit had not, they felt certain, changed 
the yiews of the Senate "bit ter-enders" who have sworn to oppose 
any weakening of existing laws designed to keep the United States 
free of anything vaguely suggesting an alliance. BoRAH, CLARK of 
Missouri, and CLARK of Idaho, for example, told Newsweek this was 
the case, and the word was passed along to the British, 

The consensus in Washington, as throughout the country this 
week, seemed to be that if Whitehall had planned the royal excur
sion as a purely social gesture of good will, it was an unqualified 
success; but that if the British statesmen had had any thought 
of using Their Majesties' charm to undermine such safeguards as 
the Johnson Act, they underestimated the breadth and depth of 
isolationist sentiment in the United States. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 additional minutes to 

the gentleman from Ohio. 
Mr. SWEENEY. Attempts will be made to amend cer

tain features of this resolution to attract some votes. Emas
culate if you will, but the meat of this measure is lifting the 
arms embargo. A year ago the Congress was under pressure 
to lift the arms embargo in favor of one side or the other 
in war-torn Spain. You stood your ground at that time and 
refused to aid either party to that controversy, which was not 
of our making. That war ended. Had you yielded at that 
time to the pleas to lift the embargo in favor of either side 
in Spain that war would have gone on and we would have 
been indirectly guilty of killing additional thousands of 
Spaniards on both sides of that horrible conflict. 

Let me take you back to April 6, 1917, in this Chamber 
on Good Friday night, when the World War resolution was 
being considered, and I get this from some of the Members 
of Congress who were here and who voted for war. Party 
loyalty was the slogan. Stand by the President was the 
watchword. Some of the Members were misinformed as to 
what the issues were. Into this Chamber came Postmaster 
General Burleson. He took men back in that cloakroom and 
said, "Boys, this is only a bluff. We are bluffing the Kaiser 
and the Central Powers. There will be no American boys 
go to Europe; the war will be over in a few months. Vote 
for this measure. And what can I do for you by way of 
rewarding you with a postmastership, or other considera
tion?" 

I have talked with some of those men since and they have 
told me their dreams are haunted and will be haunted until 
they die because they literally felt that the blood of 67,000 
American boys who were murdered on foreign soil was on 

their hands. Right here is sitting a man, my good colleague, 
this fine gentleman from Ohio [Mr. ASHBROOK] who wa.s a 
Member of that war Congress who was disillusione·d. He 
voted for war. - His rest has been disturbed many times 
since, and he has publicly stated time and time again that 
given the opportunity he would never again vote to send 
American boys to foreign battlefields. I know how he will 
vote on this measure. I hope we can see it in our wisdom, 
as he does, and go along with men like Mr. AsHBROOK. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, no matter how this measure is amended, 
the public will, in my opinion, construe the passage of this 
resolution as a radical change in our foreign policy and a 
direct step involving our Nation in another foreign war. It 
is designed to help the synthetic democracies of Great Britain 
and France, who have the. ships and are well equipped to 
secure the merchandise and implements of war necessary to 
destroy human life and property, as against other nations 
who are not so well equipped. 

If the arms embargo is lifted, then I predict shortly there
after the machinery to repeal the Johnson Act will be set 
in motion. More loans to foreign nations will be made by 
generous Uncle Sam-loans to carry on the insanity of war; 
loans that will never be repaid. Who will benefit by such a 
policy? The same group of international bankers and am.: 
munition makers who profited by the last World War. 

It is just possible before many months, if we pass this 
resolution, that this Congress will be called into session to 
declare war on one or more foreign nations. Before that day 
arrives--and God forbid it does--! trust every Congressman 
who has by his vote the constitutional power to declare war 
will read the ' life and letters of our wartime British .Am,.. 
bassador, Walter Hines Page. He reveals a startling story 
of intrigue and deception that brought our beloved country 
into that horrible catastrophe. 

Well do we remember the national political campaign of 
1916, when Woodrow Wilson was elected President of the 
United States for his second term on the issue of having 
kept us out of war. In his letters Mr. Page indicates that 
the die for our entrance into the World War was cast many 
months before April 1917, and that a campaign of false 
statements and delays were invoked to assure the reelection 
of President Wilson. 

That the American people were betrayed during that period 
there can be no doubt in the light of history. Our task is to 
prevent a repetition of 1917. If we must make munitions and 
implements of war, let us make them to be used in the event 
our Nation is invaded by a foreign foe. In God's ·name do 
not let us be the tools of selfish manufa.cturers of cannon, 
shrapnel, poisonous gas, and ·other implements of human 
destruction. 

Europe has been a battlefield for the past 2,000 years. 
There is scarcely a foot of her soil that has not been at one 
time or another soaked and fertilized with human blood. 
The lust for war still prevails in Europe today. As the only 
democratic nation still surviving in this world, let us take a 
definite stand and inform the war lords of other lands that 
we are, so far as war is concerned, isolationists; that we are 
steeped in the traditions of George Washington; that we will_ 
have no entangling alliances with foreign powers. If we do 
this, at least we will have minimized the war business with 
other nations who depend upon us to pull their chestnuts out 
of the fire, and we will have made a substantial contribution 
toward peace and international good will. 

Mr. Chairman, if this resolution passes lifting the arms 
embargo, there will be rejoicing in London, Paris, and Mos
cow. There will be only fear and sorrow in the homes of 
millions of our citizens, who are already bowed down because 
of economic and social dislocations primarily caused by the 
last World War. Let us have courage by our action today in· 
saying to the leaders of Germany, Great Britain, France, 
Italy, Japan, Soviet Russia, and every other power girding 
their loins for war that we will not become the policeman of 
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the world; that we do not believe in the iD.Sanity at war;. that 
we. are equipped to mind our own business;· and that we expect 
them to- do likewise. [Appl~use.J · 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5' minutes to the gentle
man from North Dakota [Mr. LEMKEL 

Mr. LEMKE. Mr. ChaiTman, war or p~e is- not a Demo
craUc· or a Republican ISsue, nor is it exclusive!~ an issue 
for C~ngress but rather an issue for ttLe: American people. 
It is an issue for the fathers and mothers. whose sons may 
again be called upon to give their lives on foreign battle
fields because- of our- mistake here. Someone may agaiJJ. wish 
to make the werld safe for the so-calied democracies--for 
the House of Morga:n-for the tnternation·al bankers .. 

Neutrality. There is no neutrality in the resolution now 
under consideration. We hav.e been rather free. in criticizing 
certain one-man governments. Yet, if this resolution is en
acted into law, it will make it possible for one man-the 
President-to bring about conditions that will lead to war. 
That power, I am sure, is more than we a:r.e- willing to give to 
any President that we have ever had or ever will have. 

Is not the greed for power more d:mge:r.ous and destructive 
than the greed for wealth? All history tells us that power is 
always deaf, dumb, and blind. It always has and always will 
be· abused. Why should we in this country wish to ape 
Stalin, Mussolini, or Hitler? Why should any one man want 
the power of life a:n·d death over the sons of America? If 
such an ambition-desire-exists,. and I do not believe it does, 
then it is an unworthy and insane desire~ 

1 do, not care who wrote this resolution. That is not the 
issue. The question. is whether we, not as partisans but as 
gtmTdians of th·e youth of this Nation, will enact it into law. 
I am confident that this Congress will not so· far forget its 
:responsibility to this Nation as to give any President, now 
or. hereafter., the pawer asked for in this resolution-the 
power to bring about a war of aggression. 

Presidents- are: just human beings. We glori-fy them, but, 
like the :test of us, they are just humaa. They are not in
fallible. They possess no divine wisdom, nor do they possess 
virtues or honor or greatness independent of "We; the peopfe." 
They have their likes and dislikes the same as you and I. 
Sometimes they enter into flirtations with some foreign na
tions, and sometimes dislike or even hate others, depending 
upon their childhood environment and precmnceived notions. 

Fwtunately, under our Constitl!ltion y;ou al1Id I and all of 
us are "We, tl:le people." We are 48 States-llmt one Nation. 
Under our form of government Congress, and Congress alone, 
l'l.as the power to declare war~ No Presi'dent sh.ould ever be 
given tfre powel' t0 bring about conditions· thatti lead inevitabiY' 
to a fo:J:eign eontlict. 

'I'hfs. resol'eti(:}n, if passed, will be misunderstood by foreign 
nations. It will be too readily accepted by the so--called 
Efemucraci.es tnati: grabbed! everything in sight, after we won 
the· World War for them, as- an act ef approval. These 
nati<ms noW'FeftiSe·to.let go of the ill-gettel'J. gain. They send 
kings and charming· queens to- us. But let us wal'n them 
th;wt we will not defend these stolen colonies witb the blood 
of eur youtfl. No· one man c:>r set of men wiH ever be· given 
the· pow€r to pledge the youth of this Nation to any foreign 
nation, except Congress representing the sovereign people. 

Wl'lile other nations, if we pass this resolution, wil1: consider 
it as an unfriendly act. These nations feel that we have 
deserted· our time-honored policy of "no· foreign entangl'e
ments." They feel that we have been and are meddling- in 
European affairs. For some unknown reason fa'lse propa
ganda has been spread in this countl'y to rouse our prejud:i:ce 
and hatred towaFd some nations while g·lorified falsehoods· 
have been spread in favor of other nations. But, fortunately, 
we all know tfiat there are few angels to be found among"' 
Et:l·l'opean governments. 

We all' know that there was no difference between the· force
ful annexation of Ethiopia, Czechoslovakia, or the Bo.er Re-. 
public. The destruction ot these governments was brutal on 
the paTt of the nation'S whcr destroyed them, but not one o:f 
these destroyers, whether it style itself a democracy or a die-

tatorship, is fn a position. to pomt with the finger. of scorn at 
the other and say,, "ram holien than thou." 

If Great Bl'itain am:d. Fnance really wish permanent peace, 
I will give them a prescri11>ti0n. Let them return the colonies 
they grabbed after the World War and let them fulfill the 
promises they made to Italy, and then 1 am sure the war 

· elouds will pass. When that happens there will be no need for 
democraeies to· ta;Ik both hot and cold in the same breath. 
~ will then not be, ~c:>mpe1led to denounce some dictators 
and in the sam.e breath sel'l their souls tor an alliance with 
another dictator. 

This- resolution is dangerous. In its vague language it con
ceals the possibilities of an indirect declaration of war. It 
gives this p0wer to one man. It is the first step to an alliance 
with Great Britain-which nation, history reveals, has de
stroyed or annexed more nations and more people than all 
the other nations in the· world combined. 

We made a mistake in 1917, but we are stupid if we repeat 
it. II all the facts- had been made public, we would not have 
entered the World War in 1917. If Congress had known that 
our Ambassador was secretly urging a declaration of war on 
Germany in order that our people could be. fooled into pro
tecting world trade for Great Britain, there would have been 
no declaration of war. 

On March 5, 191:7, Ambassador Page wrote Secretary of 
State. Lansing: 

France and El'lgland must have a large enough credit in the United 
States to' }!llleveB•t the- conapse of world trade and of the whole Euro
pean finance. If we should go to war with Germany, the greatest 
flefp. we could give the Allies would be such a credit. * * * Unless 
we go to wa-r with Germany our Government cannot make such a 
d1r.ect grant of credit. * • * The pressure of this alarming crisis 
has gone far beyond the ability of the Morgan financial agency for 
the British and French Governments. • • • Perhaps our going to 
war 1& the-only way in which our present preeminent trade position 
can be maintained and a panic averted. 

It is now clear that we gained nothing by selling war 
material to the allied governments before we .entered the 
war. The truth is, we ourselves pa;id for the war materials 
and enriched the. House of Morgan and the war profiteers 
at our expense and made a present of these instruments ot 
death and destruction to the allied governments. At least 
so far, they have not paid for- the· materials. They still owe 
us $15,000,000,000 and refuse to pay. Again 1 read-

B¥ Apt±l 6,. 1917, Gl'.e:at Britain h'ad o.ve:cdrawn. her account with 
J. P. Morgan te the extent of $400,000,000 and had no cash avail· 
able wfth which to meet this overdraft. (See Life. and Letters of 
Walter H. Page, vol. 2', p. 272'.) 

This overdraft was paid Morgan eut of the First Liberty. 
Loan.. 

Wb$ ct.ecei'tle ourselves? We kn.o.w that the American 
peo~le want. reat neutrality. They; do not believe in foreigJ)l 
alliances and entanglements. The fathe.rs and m0thers are 
fearful ef theii: son's future. They demand a n€utrality that 
w.ill prohibit the financial monarchs and the war profiteers 

' from dealing, in or selling t0 any· natien-in peacetime oE in 
wartiln&-the· instrumentalities of d.eath and destruction. 
They are opposed to having anyone at. any time sen imple
ments to- foreign nations with which they can <ilestroy their 
<awn. or 0ther nations! people. 

They know that all war is manslaughter~ Mark Twain, in 
his Mysterious Stranger, has Satan tell 1:15: 

'llhere· has never b'een a. just" one, never an honorable one--on 
the part of the instigatm: of the war. I can see a million years. 
ahead,. and. this t:ule will never change in so many as half a.. dozen 
instances. The loud little handful-as usual-will shout for the 

I 
war.., "" • "" Bef·ore· long you will see this curious thing : The
speakers stoned from the platform, and' free speech strangled bY' 
hordes of f.urio.us men whe in their secret hearts- are st ill at one 
with these stoned speaker~r-as earlier-but do not dare to saY

' SCJ. 
1 

This Nation is dizzy with war propaganda. The muniti0n 
manufacturers and the war fords are. ag::i.in in the sadelle,. 

, riding bigl'l" wide, and reckless. on the crest of false. propa
ganda-reckless. with the. public's. conscience anrl. with othel' 
peopfe's agony. These are again attempting to monopolize 
p~triotism. They are again wrapping the flag of glory around 
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themselves and making millions out of the blood and the 
tears and the agony of an agonized world. · 

I repeat, let us stop them by passing a real, not a make
believe, neutrality act. Let us prohibit the sale of muni
tions, arms, airplanes, armaments, and army equipment to 
any nation at any time. Then let us provide for an embargo 
against any nation or nations during a civil or a foreign 
war, except food and clothing for the civilian population 
only, to be distributed through the Red Cross or similar 
organizations. 

Let us follow the warning of the Duke of Windsor, who 
warned us to be on our guard against propaganda from 
whatever source it came. The world is crying for some na
tion that is sane enough and big enough to talk peace in 
place of hatred and war. Shall the United States be that 
Nation? The answer to that question rests with us. 

We must never permit our patriotism to be dimmed or di
vided because of religious or racial differences. Tolerance 
and forebearance is our watchword. We shall continue to 
extend the hand of good-fellowship to all. We sha11 not per
mit the religious or racial hatreds of Europe to be trans
planted to our shores. We will not again permit ourselves 
to be engulfed by the war-mad insanity of Europe. 

I know that the Members on both sides of the aisle realize 
that this issue transcends party lines. I know that the Mem
bers of this House do not sanction the sale of instruments of 
death and destruction. I am sure that we will rise to the 
occasion and not sanction profits stained with the blood of 
innocent men, women, and children. I am confident that 
we will defeat this resolution because an enlightened, humane 
public conscience will compel us to. We are through for..: 
ever with. European entanglements. vVe ·learned our lesson 
in 1917. [Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HINSHAW]. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, since the address of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr . . SWEENEYJ · who quoted Mr . . Wil
liam Green, president of the A. F. of L., I have called on the 
telephone Mr. Stephen Chadwick, national commander of 
the American Legion, and I am authorized by ·. him to say 
that the veterans of the World War as represented by him 
and the American Legion, stand for a policy of strict neutral
ity. That may not necessarily require a· law for strict neu
trality, but they insist upon a policy of strict neutrality to 
prevent American boys having to go abroad to fight the bat
tles of somebody else again. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 1 ad

ditional minute. 
Mr. GEYER of California. Did he make any statement as 

to how he felt on this bill? 
Mr. HINSHAvV. He did, but not for publication. He is 

not authorized to do so by the executive committee. 
Mr. GEYER of California. Then, probably, his other state-

ment is not for publication either. 
Mr. SHANLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HINSHAW. I yield. 
Mr. SHANLEY. Is the gentleman willing to say that strict 

neutrality means the precedents of international law? 
Mr. HINSHAW. Will the gentleman repeat that, please? 
Mr. SHANLEY. Does the gentleman think that strict neu

trality, as probably given to him by Mr. Chadwick, means 
;the precedents or principles of international law? 

Mr. HINSHAW. Exactly so. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 

gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MARTIN]. 
Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, as a man who, 

at the age of 49 years, voluntarily put on the uniform of the 
United States and wore it for a year, I never hear the state
ment made on this :floor or elsewhere questioning the justice 
and the right of this great country in that war without resent
ing it to the bottom of my heart as an insult to the 4,000,000 
men who wore the uniform, to the :flag they followed, and a 
stain on the place in history of the greatest nation on the face 
of the earth. 

I am the son of foreign immigrants, but I am just as good 
an American as the people whose ancestors came over on 
the Mayflower or as any · man who ever breathed the air of 

. America. [Applause.] Perhaps that statement may be a nec
essary preliminary to one or two other things I am going to say. 

In my brief time I must limit myself to some scattered 
observations, without elaboration. I expect nobody to agree 
with all of them, and somebody may agree with none of them. 

First. If the present mandatory embargo on arms, mu
nitions, and implements of war favors the dictators, and this 
is admitted; and .if the pending bill favors the democracies, 
and this is the claim of its enemies, that fact alone is suffi
cient consideration for my support of the bill. [Applause.] 
First, last, and all the time, I am for the 'Elemocracies and 
against the dictators; and I am for them, Neutrality Act or 
no Neutrality Act. 

If the emergency arises, I have the utmost faith that that 
will be the atti~ude of the overwhelming majority of the 
American people. The World War forever fixed my faith in 
the loyalty and patriotism of all groups of the American 
people, regardless of race or creed. 

·I am in complete disagreement with the Republican Mem
bers who file down here in the Well, one after the other, and 
shout England, France, and Russia. I hope Russia may 
stand with the democracies. I believe if it were known that 
she would, the war in Europe would stop now. Russia is the 
only unknown quantity in Europe. These party shouters 
come down here in the Well and scream war, war, war-Eng
land, France, and Russia-and by every inuendo seek to tie 
the administration in Washington up with them. Indeed, 
the more reckless shout that we are already tied up. Is it 
significant that not one of them ever mentions the dictators? 
Not one. Why not? 
. Second. When you pass a neutrality act you fix and publish 
to the world the rules under which you will play the game and 
which must remain fixed after the game starts. To change 
the rules then would be an unneutral act. When the game 
starts all the nations of the world will be players, actively or 
passively, and none of them but the United States will be ·tied 
down with fixed rules. All the others will move as the game 
develops and their interest dictates, the friendly powers to 
their private gain at our expense, and the enemy powers to 
force our hand, and underneath it all we will be as unneutral 
as the game itself. Japan knows that we are for China. · Ger
many knows that we are for Czechoslovakia and Poland. 
Italy knows that we were for Ethiopia. They all know where 
we stand on every major international quarrel. In the end 
our lot will be the World War over again. 

Third. The minority report in one breath charges the 
President with seeking power through section 3 to name and 
penalize an aggressor. And in the next breath he is charged 
with failing to exercise that same power in the Asiatic war 
and his impeachment for such failure is demanded. Both 
charges are made by the same persons. It raises the question, 
When does an isolationist become an interventionist? 

As an example, the minority report, referring to the provi
sion empowering the President to define an "area of combat," 
which would be closed to American citizens and American 
vessels, says: 

With this power the President can effectively quarantine an 
aggressor from American ships and citizens by simply naming the 
aggressor as a "combat area." 

The President is, of course, assumed to be seeking this 
method of fixing aggression on a warring power. He wants 
this indirect method of naming the aggressor. 

Then, on the next page, comes the direct charge that he has 
failed to use the power he already possesses to name an 
aggressor. Says the minority report: 

In spite of the mandatory requirements of existing law, the 
President has failed to "find" the existence of the gigantic war in 
China. 

If the President had found "the gigantic war in China," 
the next step required of him would be to place an embargo 
against Japan and China, which would have affected only 
Japan, which has been receiving more than half of all her 
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war supplies from the United States. Such action would have 
been tantamount to naming and penalizing Japan as the 
aggressor. Everybody knows this. In sum, he wants a power 
which he is refusing to use. 

Fourth. If the President declared an Asiatic embargo, it 
would operate only against Japan and would be considered by 
Japan as naming and punishing her as the aggressor. It 
would immediately end all commerce between the United 
States and Japan. None of the other signatories to the Nine 
Power Pact, no other nation in the world, would join the 
United States in this action. It would stick its neck out alone. 
All the other nations would hold out and then rush in to take 
over the market we had abandoned. The reason the Presi
dent did not la~ an embargo against Japan is that he had 
better sense. The more I hear some people up here on the 
Hill the more I thank God Roosevelt is President. [Ap
plause.] 

If the minority want to keep this country out of war, 
and for 2 days they have shouted themselves hoarse that 
they do, how do they reconcile their protestations with their 
constantly iterated insistence that we mix into the war in 
&~ . 

If there is any doubt whether the authors of the minority 
report want this country to mix into the war in Asia it will 
be dispelled by the following meaty paragraph from th~ 
minority report: 

We have let our excitement about what may happen to our 
remote interests in Europe blind us to what is now happening to 
our immediate interests in the Pacific, where our treaty right s 
are being violated and our national interests threatened every 
day. We feel certain that if we had solved this immediate far eas tern 
p!oblem :first it would have gone far toward solving the rest of our 
international problems. 

Fifth. The trouble with a neutrality act is that it never 
fits the picture. As the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
WADswoRTH] said in his able and statesmanlike speech yes
terday, you cannot lay down rules to govern the unknown 
and unpredictable. 

We passed the first neutrality act in American history 
4 years ago and we have been doctoring it up ever since. We 
doctored the first Neutrality Act to make it fit the civil 
war in Spain and laid an embargo that helped the dictators 
set up a Fascist government in Spain. Spain will now be 
a hopping-off place for the dictators against South America. 
This puts them only half the distance of the United States 
from S::mth America. The next step will be to advance 
their aviation frontiers to islands off the . west coast of 
Africa. The . Spanish dictator has conceived the grandiose 
scheme of again gathering the Spanish-American nations 
under the mothering wing of Spain, and he will have help. 
This takes in all the territory between the Rio Grande and 
Patagonia. 

I fear the democracies will rue the day that they starved 
out the Loyalist government of Spain, and thus contributed 
to the triumphant reviews of the v~ctorious Fascist forces in 
Madrid, Berlin, and Rome. There is no dissimulation now 
as to who won the Spanish war. 

Sixth. Neutrality, as Mr. Hoover said of prohibition, is a 
noble experiment, and equally futile. Drinking killed pro
hibition and fighting will kill neutrality, provided the com
mon sense of the country does not kill it before the fighting 
starts. 

I wish with all my heart that this legislation would insure 
the result the people are looking to from its enactment. No 
sane man could want to see 1917 over again. The world has 
been haywire ever since. Another such war might wreck it. 

Seventh. The apparent need for a neutrality act is that 
in the last war Germany repealed international law. Since 
then the unholy trinity has come into the picture, all imbued 
with the same ruthless philosophy. They have banded to
gether under the slogan of the three musketeers-"all for 
one and one for all." Might makes right. Neutrality acts, 
like peace treaties and international law, will be scraps of 
paper. Necessity knows no law. It is my will, says the 
dictator. 

The world stands with bated breath today waiting for the 
next blow. It is not a question whether it will fall, but 
when and where. In less than 3 years the axis powers have 
accumulated a most impressive stri11g of scalps:. Ethiopia, 
Austria, Albania, Czechoslovakia, Spain, and China. They 
are fully panoplied for war and they are on the march. 

Eighth. The minority report is a characteristic mixture of 
inconsistencies bearing the earmarks of ii;s authorship. You 
could write two or three different neutrality acts out of it. 
I would suggest that the author put an enacting clause on 
it and offer it as a substitute for the pending bill. If it 
passed, we woulq, perforce, disagree as to what it means and 
do nothing, which is the wishful thinking of neutrality acts. 

·Ninth. What is the question before the House in the minds 
of the minority-neutrality or the next election? For more 
than a year they have been putting on a national campaign 
of frightfulness with Roosevelt dragging the country into war 
as the bogeyman. They are in danger of running out of gas 
before November 1940. Selling American patriotism and 
courage short is a doubtful gamble on the political market. 
Long-headed Republicans do not think a campaign of little 
America the road to the White House, but the pumpkin
headed variety seems to be in the majority. [Laughter.] . 

Tenth. There is no sure way to keep out of war, but the 
surest way is to be able to keep out, meaning to be able to go 
in. We are getting ready to stay out. There is a reassuring 
implication in the objection to lifting the embargo on arms. 
The implication is that in the next war we will have arms to 
sell. We fought the last war with the arms of the Allies. 

Eleventh. I stated that I would support this bill, and I 
will. I have supported all of these neutrality acts, but with 
my fingers crossed. It will be the same with this. What I 
am really for is section 16 of the bill, which repeals all 
neutrality acts. 

Twelfth. Victor Berger in a neutrality debate on this floor 
nearly 30 years ago--for this is no new subject; England 
and France made a neutrality pact ending war 140 years 
ago, then Napoleon came along-Victor Berger said, and it 
has stuck in my mind ever since: 

Neutrality is a fine thing if you are able to defend it. 

Let us be able and unafraid. [Applause.] 
This country got along without a neutrality act for 145 

years and in that ·short space of time it reached first place 
among the nations of the earth. No other nation has such 
an act. What great power in the world is so neutral as 
ours? What" great power in the world has a comparable 
record? We asked and received not a foot of territory out 
of the World War, not a mandate, not a dollar in repara
tions. We asked nothing. In the Boxer Rebellion we were 
the only nation participating in the restoration of order in 
China, which returned its share of the indemnity to China;· 
returned it as a contribution to Chinese education. What 
other nation in the world would voluntarily relinquish the 
Philippine Islands? What other nation in the world wotild 
not have taken Cuba, under the same conditions? We have 
substituted the good-neighbor policy for dollar diplomacy 
with the use of the marines as collectors, the policy of this 
now wonderfully pacific Republican Party. What other 
nation in the world has unfortified frontiers, 4,500 miles of 
it, and ·not even a pill box from one end to the other? What 
nation on the American Continent, however small and de
fenseless, has the slightest fear of the United States? 

The answer of all these questions stamps as damnably 
false every utterance, every implication, that the adminis
tration at Washington wants war, or wants this Nation to 
become involved in a military way with the affairs of the 
other nations. 

Mr. Chairman, in the light of our experience with past 
neutrality acts, I favor discretion in the administration as 
against a bill of particulars in the law. As soon as the bill 
of particulars is fixed in the law, Congress as a whole, 
and its individual Members, will cease to function, but the 
administration, with its constitutionally created agencies 
and responsibilities, must carry on. 
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Unless I know clearly that I should go contrary, I shall 

give the President the benefit of the doubt. It is his re
sponsibility above that of every living man in America, and 
it is our history that Presidents have not led the cotintry 
into war but have been driven into war. 

The Democrats in Congress should be heartened by the 
fact that practically every great newspaper in the United 
States, and practically all their staff of correspondents here 
in Washington, are criticizing and condemning the course 
of the minority in Congress as playing petty, partisan politics 
with vital national and world problems. 
· The President knows that if this country becomes involved 

in war it will wreck his great domestic program, just as the 
World War wrecked the great program of Woodrow Wilson. 
He knows that the stake of this program is far greater than 
anything that could come out of another dogfall like the 
World War. At such a time as this, a truce ought to be 
called on political President-baiting. [Applau e.l 
. Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen

tleman from Ohio [Mr. ASHBROOK]. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, while I feel as keenly 

about the bill now before the Congress as -any that has been 
here du.rtng my service, yet I had not intended to say any
thing, and would not, but for the fact that my friend and 
colleague the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SWEENEY] took 
occasion to use my name. He had the privilege to state to 
you that I expected to vote against this bill, but for fear that 
somebody might construe from his statement that I conveyed 
to him the information that my late friend, the Postmaster 
General, Mr. Burleson, of Texas, had attempted to exert any 
influence upon the Members of Congress at that time to vote 
in favor of a declaration of war, I want to say to you. that to 
my knowledge nothing of the kind ever occurred. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 1 addi

tional minute. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. ·In fact, I want in fairness to state that 

no one in authority at that time, no one from the President 
down, attempted to use any influence upon me; but there was 
a most tremendous and widespread propaganda in existence 
at that time. My deep convictions were then to vote against 
a declaration of war. I was submissive and weak enough, I 
confess with humiliation, finally to yield to the propaganda 
and ·to vote for the declaration of war, but I have regretted 
it from that day to this, and I do not, therefore, intend by my 
vote to take any chances of involving the United States in 
~nether world war, and for that reason I expect to vote 
~gainst the present neutrality bill. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN]. 
. Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I was in the hall a mo

ment ago when the gentleman from Ohio [Mr . . SwEENEY] 
made the statement to which the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
AsHBROOK] referred. Like the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
AsHBROOK], I was a Member of the Congress on the night of 
April 6, 1917. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SwEENEY] 
was not a Member of Congress at that time. I knew Mr. 
Burleson, a distinguished citizen from my State, for many 
years, and I do not care who the informant of the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. SWEENEY] was, when he made the statement 
to Mr. SWEENEY that Mr. SWEENEY reported on this floor he 
stated .an utter untruth. 

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I did not get the signifi
cance of the gentleman's remark. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I say I do not know who the informant 
of the gentleman from Ohio was about the conversation of 
Mr. Burleson here on the night of April 6, 1917, but I do say 
his informant spoke· an untruth. 

Mr. SWEENEY. '!"hat may be so, but I got it from the 
lips of three former Members of Congress. 

Mr. RAYBURN. There was no such propaganda on this 
floor or in this Chamber, and the gentleman from Ohio 
CMr. AsHBROOK], or I would have known it if it had been 
going on. I think it is so unfair, it is so out of place for 
a Member to rise on the floor of this House anQ. repeat 

gossip or hearsay testimony about a man who is sleeping 
an honorable and endless sleep. [Applause.] 

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 

has expired. 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield one-half minute to the 

gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KNuTsON] who was here 
at that time. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I was here on the night 
of April 6, 1917. It was the first sitting of Congress that 
I had ever attended. I remember very distinctly of having 
Mr. Burleson, who was on the floor that night, pointed out 
to me as the Postmaster General. However, I do not know 
what he was doing up here. 

Mr. PATRICK. He was the Postmaster General, was he 
not? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman fr.om Min
nesota has expired. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Will the gentleman from New York 
yield me one-half minute to reply to my colleague? 

Mr. BLOOM. I yield one-half minute to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. AsHBROOK]. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I would like to inquire 
from my colleague and friend, the gentleman from Ohio 
.[Mr. SWEENEY], whether or not he ever received any infer
matima such as he stated on the floor from me? 

Mr. SWEENEY. I will say I did not, but I did receive 
this information from the gentleman, that you felt that 
your dreams were disturbed to your dying day. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. That is absolutely true, and I do not · 
propose to take · the chance of having them disturbed for· 
the remainder of my days by voting for this bill. [AP- . 
plause.J 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I . yield 3 minutes .to the 

gentleman from California [Mr. THoMAs F. FoRD]. 
. Mr. THOMAS F. FORD. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gen

tlemen of the Committee, there have been a great many acri
monious statements made on the floor during this debate. I 
do not propose to engage in anything of that kind. 

Mr. Chairman, to me the foremost problem confronting us 
today is how to keep the United States out of any war that 
may break out in Europe. 

The people of this country are overwhelmingly opposed to 
war; the Members of this Congress are just as overwhelm
ingly against war. And yet none of us can assure the 
mothers of the Nation, the youth of the Nation, and all the 
other citizens harried by the threat of conflict, that war will 
not come. · 

As I see it, now is the time to take preventive measures, 
through the adoption of a neutrality policy that shall make 
clear to all nations our stand in case of another world war. 

Study of the resolution before us convinces me that it will 
help to prevent the outbreak of war in Europe and that it 
will go a long way to prevent our being drawn into such a 
war, if one comes. 

The existing Neutrality Act would prevent the exporta
tion of arms and implements of war to all belligerents. But 
it neither prevents nor restricts the sale and transportation 
in American ships of supplies necessary to warring nations, 
such as cotton, oil, steel, foodstuffs. 

P_lainly, the existing act exposes us to the imminent dan
ger of being drawn into a European war. Let an American 
ship carrying American commodities be stopped or sunk by 
a belligerent, and war would follow, as it did after the sink- . 
ing of the Lusitania. Nothing could stop it. 

We who are opposed to war are determined to prevent 
such a possibility. And that is why we who are opposed to 
war are supporting this resolution. It prohibits the trans
portation of war materials or any exports in American ships. 
The cash-and-carry provision permits the sale of goods for 
cash to those who can take them away. When exports leave 
our ports, under the provisions of this resolution, they will 
not be owned by Americans, and they will not be carried by 
American ships. If the carriers are attacked in transit, it 
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is none of our business, and we will have no cause to go to 
war about it. 

That this resolution with amendments would indi:r:ectly 
help the democracies, which happen to have control of the 
seas and embarrass the aggressor nations, is in line with 
American public opinion, as it is in line with our best inter
ests and our fixed determination to keep out of war. 

Because I want to help to prevent a European war and 
because I realize that the threat of war comes from the 
aggressor nations, I had hoped to have the opportunity of 
voting for the Thomas amendment, which so clearly warns 
aggressors and thus presents the strongest possible deterrent 
to war. 

Whatever happens, I wish to state here my firm intention 
of never voting to send American forces to fight in any 
foreign war. [Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Wyoming [Mr. HoRTON] such time as he may desire. 

NEUTRALITY 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, if you are really looking for 
trouble, just get out in the middle of a bull pasture and. wave 
a red flag-you will get a peck of it right now. 

The raising of the embargo against the shipment of imple
ments of war may very will be the remaining step necessary 
to plunge us into a pending European war. 

You cannot effectually pull off a successful hold-up with 
any of the component parts of a six-shooter. It takes a loaded 
shooting iron to do that trick, and that kind of an instrument 
is no plaything for one too quick on the trigger to be fooling 
with. 

There is a real difference between the shipment of those 
parts which go into implements of war and the shipment of 
the finished ready-to-go engine of war. 

As it is, we have had too much provocative flag waving in 
the way of loose war talk from those in high places. Their 
inflammatory pronouncements, coupled with the insistent 
demand for the greatest army, navy, and air armada of all 
time, make us all wonder whether we are faced with a 
Napoleonic ambition over here which is about to challenge 
the Caesar over there in world conquest. It might be well 
at this time to recall the words of Lincoln which were uttered 
more .than 100 years ago: 

Many great and good men, sutficiently qualified for any task 
they should undertake, may ever be found whose ambition would 
aspire to nothing beyond a seat in Congress, a gubernatorial or a 
Presidential chair, but such belong not to the family of the Han or 
the tribe of the eagle. What! Think you these places would satisfy 
an Alexander, a Caesar, or a Napoleon? Never! Towering genius 
disdains a beaten path. It seeks regions hitherto unexplored. It 
sees no distinction, and, if possible, it will have it, whether at 
the expense of emancipating slaves or enslaving free men. Is it 
unreasonable, then, to expeqt that some man possessed of the lofti
est genius, coupled with ambition sufficient to push it to its utmost 
stretch, will at some time spring up among us? And when such 
a one does it will require the people to be united with each other, 
attached to the government and laws, and generally intelligent, to 
successfully frustrate his design. 

If we have a Napoleon in our midst, may his Waterloo be 
a personal one rather than one which will involve the entire 
Nation. [Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. SPRINGER] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, referring to the bill now 
before the Con1mittee and to the matters therein contained, 
may I suggest that the House has not had a more important 
measure before it this session than that embraced in the 
neutrality legislation presented. 

This proposed legislation is not important solely by reason 
of the fact that it deals with neutrality and the development 
of our foreign policy, but it is highly important from the 
standpoint that it repudiates all former legislation passed 
by the Congress respecting this highly important subject and 
seeks to chart a new, novel, and a vastly different course 
than that which has heretofore been established and fol
lowed in this country. If the Bloom bill should pass, by a 
vote in this House, we would embark upon a new plan of 
neutrality; we would, by the passage of this proposed meas-

ure, enter into a new "experimental field" respecting our 
foreign policy; . we would, by the approval of this pending 
legislation, sever the ties that bind us to a wholesome 
policy--one which is thoroughly and truly American-and a 
policy which now vests the right and power of determining 
the policy of this Nation in the Representatives of the people. 

When we refer to "neutrality" we are constrained to be
lieve that such word means to "remain neutral." Webster 
defines it as "being unbiased", "indifferent", "taking no part 
on either side. of a contest", "to render inactive." 

Therefore, if we, as a great nation, are to adopt a policy 
of neutrality which meets the general demand of the peo
ple-and the people want a strict neutrality observed by our 
country-we must pass that legisletion which will maintain 
an attitude of utter indifference in this country with respect 
to warring nations; and such legislation, if any new legis
lation is to be passed upon this subject, should require that 
we take no pa t on either side of any contest in the event of 
controversy or war between any other nations. Our posi
tion should be maintained. as entirely neutral, in such event. 

As we look into this very vital question, may I suggest 
that there are two ways in which our country can aid in 
keeping our Nation at peace: Flrst, by helping to ptevent a 
European conflict; and, second, by minimizing the chances 
of our entanglement if such a war cannot be averted. 

As we view this issue, and the possible involvements, we 
must keep in mind as our outstanding thought that we must 
keep the United States out of war-and, at the same time 
we must preserve our international independence; we must 
retain our freedom to exercise our severeignty as a nation, 
and at the same time prevent our own people and other 
nations from involving us in any foreign war. 

While the general debate in this Chamber continues on 
this subject, many of our people may take the position that 
we should remain wholly isolated, as a nation, in the event 
of war between foreign countries, while others take a more 
liberal view of the situation and advocate that limited sales 
be approved on a cash-and-carry basis; and with all of the 
varied opinions of our people the real crux of our neutrality 
policy should be that we should abstain from the commission 
of any overt act, respecting any contending nation, which 
would in any manner involve our country in any war. And 
in formulating our policy of neutrality it would be wise, in my 
opinion, to require our ships, no matter what cargo they 
carry, and our people, to remain entirely out of the war zone. 
This would obviate, insofar as a legislative policy can do so, 
the possibility of the overt act which might involve us in war. 

We must remember we have our international laws which 
are our safeguard. It has been suggested by some of our 
people that with a strict Embargo Act against the transpor
tation of arms, munitions, and war supplies that our neu
trality will be retained quite as secure as by the passage of 
additional laws on this same subject. I am in full accord 
with this view which has been expressed by so many of our 
citizens. We must remember the will of our people, regard
less of legislation upon this subject, will be the dominating 
factor respecting our neutrality. If our people continue to 
insist upon visiting foreign countries, even though a state of 
war exists, or if our business and industries continue to make 
sales of war materials to warring nations, then we can have 
a neutrality in name only and not in fact. Our neutrality 
must be that plan by which we take no part, either di-rectly 
or indirectly, in any controversy between nations. 

I am opposed to the Bloom bill, because it vests the sole 
determining power in the President of the United States. 
This measure does not apply to the present Chief Executive 
alone, but the · provisions of this bill extend to all Presidents 
of this Nation. The right and power of determining our 
foreign relations, and any plan of neutrality we may adopt, 
should rest in the hands of the Representatives of the peo
ple-the Congress. Therefore, I shall not cast my vote to 
transfer that power to any President-no matter who that 
President may be. This is an inherent right in the people, 
and their chosen Representatives should never shirk that 
grave responsibility which rests upon them. 
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Lastly, Mr. Chafrnian, we want peace in our country-not 

war. The people of the United States of America want a 
permanent peace. We have not forgotten the pall which 
came to us in 1917 when war was declared; we have ·not 
brushed aside the tragedy of it to this late day-the cost in 
life, the disaster of disability, the expenditure of money, the 
broken homes, and the saddened souls all make up the aggre
gate cost of that war. 

It is quite true that if necessity should demand it we would 
appropriate all the funds which would be reasonably neces
sary to defend our shores, our homes, and our institutions, 
and to adequately and properly defend our own country; and 
the manpower of this Nation would respond, as never before, 
in defense of our own land. But we have had the experience 
of fighting across the ocean. We want no more of it. 

· Our vote on this measure may be quite as important as was 
the vote, taken in this Chamber, for the World War. Let us 
make no mistake in our ballot. If this bill should pass and 
we should be led into another war, then let me say that I 
confidently believe that a vast majority of this membership 
will never cast a vote to send any American boy across any 
ocean to help fight in any foreign war in which we have no 
concern. 

· Let the wisdom and the courage of this body rise to the 
heights essential to pass such laws respecting neutrality 
which will make America secure in the avenues of peace. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. STEFAN] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
Bloom bill which ·is called a neutrality bill and which in my 
opinion is an "unneutral" bill. I cannot support it and am 
determined to fight against its passage in its present form. 
The very fact that it eliminates the embargo on arms to bel
ligerent nations which is in our present neutrality bill is · one 
good reason why it should be defeated. No one in the 
district which I ·have the honor to represent has asked me 
to support this legislation. I have scores of letters from my 
own people asking that I oppose it. Not a single soul in the 
22 counties of the third district of Nebraska has written me 
asking me to support it. I feel at this moment that the · 
50,000 American soldier and sailor dead, ·whose· lips are 
voiceless and whose tongues are silent, would · approve of my 
action. On the other hand, I believe that the munition 
makers and those who are so anxious to lead us into another 
world war would frown upon what I have to say here. 

. Mr. Chairman, I have listened to every word of debate on 
this bill. I have read every word of the bill and have dis
cussed it with leaders on both sides of the aisle. I have 
discussed it with men who are in this body today who were 
here en the night of April 6, 1917, when the war dechiration 
was .passed and which drove us into the World War. I have 
talked to the man who is with us who voted against that 
declaration and I have talked with a Member who voted for 
it. Both of them are opposed to this legislation because they 
fear it is a step which will plunge us into another world war. 

In the gallery with us today we see two people who repre
sent a ·nation which is neutral arid which represents those 
Scandinavian countries which believe in strict neutrality. 
They are the Crown Prince and Princess of Norway in whose 
veins runs the blood of Swedes · and Danes. Close as their 
country is located to the scene of much turmoil and strife 
they are here listening to this debate which has such a great 
bearing on international affairs. I hope we can remain as 
peaceful and neutral as their country. 

'Mr. Chairman, only recently into this historic building came 
the King and Queen of England. During their visit we had 
sort of a gentleman's agreement to hold an armistice on war 
talk. No sooner had these visitors left our shores than we 
receive this unneutral bill. There may be some significance 
in the sudden arrival of this bill and the allegations that we 
are in sdme way trying to form an alliance with Great 
Britain and France. I am opposed to all foreign entangle
ments and alliances which would involve us in another war. 
I believe a majority of the people I represent are ae:ainst all 

foreign entanglements which may lead us into any kind of 
war. Just think of it-from the day Christ was crucified 
on Calvary there has never been a year without a conflict of 
arms. We all ·know that greed has been the impulse of war; 
the desire for power and territory; desire for plunder and 
loot; ambition to rule in the place of someone else. Wars 
of all kinds, all of them based on greed. Let us resolve here 
to keep out of all wars. 

I am opposed to this bill because I believe it is an un
American bill; that it is a brazen attempt of interventionists 
to· involve us into the international racket of finance and 
munitions manufacturing. If we pass this bill it will mean 
in my humble opinion, an involvement into foreign politics, 
and will be followed by a demand for another debt settlement 
on the basis of a dime on the dollar. 

We who sit here daily and sit in committees hour upon 
hour debating over legislation which affects the lives of 
every man, woman, and child in our Nation, see steadily 
the foreign entangling process. We see daily our attention 
diverted from the necessary things to be done at home to 
the troubles and problems in foreign lands. 

We see our Nation discussing reciprocal-trade agreements 
which we from the farming districts feel may result in trading 
off our own farm markets to the foreign farmers. We see 
our Government loaning mopey to foreign nations to rehabili
tate the foreigners; we see our Government trading in foreign 
exchange; we see our Gove.rnment aiding in the sale of air
planes to foreigners; we see money from our Treasury going 
to the pay of commissions which are in Europe helping to 
rehabilitate foreign political -refugees at a· time when millions 
of Americans · are jobless; we find representatives of nearly 
every nation in the world in the United States seeking our 
rich market; and we who study these matters feel that by · 
this process we will soon be entangled in foreign problems 
from which we can never emerge. In this debate, which has 
been inspiring and brilliant, we find allegations that the pro
posed bill is aimed to help one foreign axis and that our 
present neutrality bill tends to aid another foreign axis. So 
far as I am concerned, let the foreigners run their own axis, 
and let us Americans tend to our own business and take care 
of the gigantic problem we have at home__.:._an unsolved prob
lem which is hitting nearly every home in the land. What I 
ask for is to defeat this bill and allow the present neutrality 
bill with its arms-embargo clause remain as the law. Apply 
it· to all nations alike without favor. We are told that the 
present bill does not prohibit the shipment of arms· to Japan 
and China and that it results in no neutrality. However, the · 
law at present states that no arms shall be sent to belligerent 
nations. That is the law. Congress passed that law. It is up 
to the Executive to enforce that law, -and Congress can do 
nothing further with it: We are told that the law cannot be 
enforced by the President because the Japanese-Chinese-con
flict has not been declared a war. Yet thous~nds upon thou
sands of human beings are being slaughtered there daily. 
We cannot declare it a war, yet it is a war. The present neu
trality law is applicable. If America wants to be neu,tral and 
neutrality is what the people want, why not enforce this law 
and stop shipping arms to belligerents? 

·I believe what the people of my district want me to do is to 
vote for peace. I believe that they have made up their minds 
that never again do they want to see another American soldier 
or saiior or marine fighting on foreign shores. If other na
tions want to fight and the foreigners want to kill each other, 
that is their business. So far as we are concerned, I feel 
the people of my district want us to keep out. I feel they are 
for strict neutrality. I believe they want us to keep in the bill 
an arms embargo-an embargo whieh would tell our munition 
makers that we will not allow the shipments of arms to any 
nation in the world where there is a war going on. We want 
the world to know that we are a peaceful nation and that we 
will not take sides with any o-f them if they get into trouble. 
But my people are also determined to let the world know that 
Americans know no creed, religion, color, or party when it 
comes to patriotism. Our people feel no party has a corner 
on American patriotism. I feel that our people are in favor 
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of national defense and want their representatives to vote for 
sufficient appropriations for purposes which would defend our 
own shores against an attack or invasion by any country in 
the world. They are opposed to aggression. In fighting to 
preserve America and American people and the shores of 
this wonderful Republic our people are united. I believe 
every man and woman in my district would fight to the 
death to defend our beloved land, but I believe sincerely that 
every one of them is determined that never more shall we be 
involved in war on foreign shores. 

Because I feel so deeply about this matter, Mr. Chairman, 
I must join with others in bitterly opposing this legislation. 
I feel it is dangerous legislation which would involve us in 
another war. The world, in my opinion, is on fire right now 
and the war gods are mixing the war poison again. We 
free people of America want none of that. We wbo are fight
ing against this bill are being charged with being "sub
cellar isolationists." What a cruel charge, Mr. Chairman, 
when we are willing to trade peacefully with the world. We 
who are willing to give and take and barter in a peaceful 
way with the entire world are only "isolationists" when it 
comes to voting against any bill which would involve this 
great Nation in another foreign war. If our fight is to stop 
the killing of innocent men and women and children, then 
we accept the charge. If the 50,000 voiceless lips of soldier 
and sailor dead could speak, if the thousands of blind, 
maimed, and crazed and suffering from the last war could 
speak in this great Chamber today, I feel they would join 
us in isolating free America from the madhouse of the war
crazed politicians of foreign lands. If the men who will have 
to do the fighting, suffering, and dying could speak here 
right now, if they could know the implications in this bill, 
I feel they would join our band of alleged "isolationists." 
Mr. Chairman, we are isolationists as to war. We are pray
ing for peace. We are against all wars. We are for defend
ing our own land and our own liberty, and we are anxious 
that we run our own affairs and let foreigners run their 
affairs without interference or intervention by the United 
States, which has so much trouble of its own to solve. 

Mr. Chairman, I know this bill, in its present form, will 
not pass this House. It must not pass as it is written. For 
one, I am willing to stay here all summer and fight against 
its passage in this form, because it is dangerous to the entire 
welfare of America and would wreck this Nation if it was 
passed as it is now presented to us. In the name of all of 
the peace-loving people in this land, help us defeat this 
dangerous legislation. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts EMr. GIFFORD J. 

Mr. GIFFORD. It must be very disappointing to some 
statesmen to find that we cannot write a neutrality bill; this 
debate clearly proves that we cannot. I repeat what I said 
2 years ago: We find that we should not try to climb a tree 
to escape a forest fire. 

We now turn a complete somersault from the act of 1937. 
The gentleman from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH] said there 
were only 13 votes on his side 2 years ago, but we seem prac
tically unanimous today in our desire to remove the embargo 
clause in the present law. We listened to him yesterday with 
rapt attention and with apparent agreement. He pleaded 
for the great omce of the Presidency of the United States 
that it might retain its former dignity. He said-and I think 
with a subtle warning-that "every wise President consults 
not only those in his Cabinet but the leaders in the Congress 
before he makes some tremendously important utterance." I 
hope the present President of the United States reads that 
remark in connection with other statements made regarding 
the Presidential office. 

Clearly it has been shown that this President of ours is an 
interventionist. This is manifest from his message to Hitler 
a short time ago demanding peace and telling Hitler that he 
was the one, and the only one, that could preserve peace. I 
do not criticize that, of course, because, at least temporarily, 
it seems to have had favorable results, although we under
stand the resentment that must necessarily lie in the hearts 

of the German people because of · that intervention. His 
words and actions have been quoted here sumciently the last 
few days to show that he is an interventionist. The gentle
man from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH] declared that we 
must be kept free; that other nations must not know before
hand what we might do; that we must not give these extra
constitutional discretionary powers to the President. He 
reiterated it many times. Every one of the prohibitions in 
this bill include discretionary powers to the President, making 
the prohibitions useless. 

Who wants this particular legislation? Read this com
munistic paper. You have had it on your desk-"National 
issues, a survey of politics and legislation by the Communist 
Party." They want this legislation. The gentleman from 
Indiana · [Mr. LUDLOW] in his speech clearly proved-and I 
have read most of the arguments-the intent ·of this legis
lation. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN] 
practically said: "Yes; the people are on the side of France 
and England." Of course! We know it. The stabilization 
funds can buy pounds and francs; they can buy of these 
favored nations and furnish them with dollars. We can 
help finance a war in various ways regarding which we may 
now not be informed. · 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. GIFFORD. I mentioned the gentleman's name, but 
did I do so in such connection that I must give up precious 
time? 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I am afraid the gentleman 
did. 

Mr. GIFFORD. · The gentleman's speech is in the RECORD. 
Read it. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GIFFORD. I probably should. The gentleman 
acknowledges it? 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. The gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. ALLEN] did not say that the people of this 
Nation are on the side of England and France; but he did 
say that as between the aggressor nations and the democ
racies their sentiment probably lie with the democracies. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Things equal to the same thing are equal 
to each other. Recall your geometry. [Applause and 
laughter.] 

Our people are to be surprised indeed when they learn 
that oatmeal to feed the stomachs of all the people of bel
ligerent nations should now be classified as contraband, 
to be put in exactly the same category as guns. This is a 
most amazing doctrine. I cannot subscribe to it. I grant that 
gasoline is used in trucks and that trucks are used to carry 
on war; but gasoline is also used for other usual civll ac
tivities of nations. Now, however, you see fit to include it 
in articles of contraband. 

I plead with you, and the gentleman from Connecticut 
[Mr. SHANLEY] agrees, let us go back to international law. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. GIFFORD. I wish I had time to talk about the mis

chievous conditions that may arise in South America. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire how the time 
stands? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
FISH] has 25 minutes remaining; the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. BLOOM] has 27% minutes remaining. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MCCoR
MACK]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, while we sit in this 
great body, elected as Democrats or Republicans, and the 
middle aisle is the dividing line for the seating of members 
of both parties, it does not divide in any way, even for sit
ting purposes, the respect that we entertain for each other, 
and for the ability and character or service that we render as 
individuals. A fitting illustration of this pleasing fact was 
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evidenced on Tuesday last in the debate of the pending bill 
when the distinguished gentleman frpm Vermont, whom 
every Member admires and respects, in the course of his 
address to the House, paid the gentleman from Connecti
cut [Mr. SHANLEY] a fine and deserving compliment, refer
ring to him as "an outstanding authority with respect to 
questions involving international law." It was an expression 
of respect thateone Member, a Republican, in the case of the 
gentleman from Vermont, paid to another Member, a Demo
crat, in the case of the gentleman from Connecticut. 

The gentleman from Vermont is one of the most modest 
Members of the House. He could have, if he wanted to, 
referred to his great knowledge of international law; but in 
his modesty, which we admire, he did not do so. While he 
did not tell the House anything of his profound knowledge 
of international law and of foreign affairs, we from New Eng
land who know him realize his profound knowledge and 
experience in this important, field. 

His late father, Hon. Frank Plumley, who served with dis
tinction in this body from 1908 to 1916, was one of the out
standing international jurists of his day. He was the only 
private citizen in the history of our country, as I remember 
it, who was ever selected by foreign governments to arbitrate 
and adjudicate their differences. The late father of our dis
tinguished colleague was appointed by the late President 
Theodore Roosevelt as umpire of the Netherlands, Vene
zuelan, British-Venezuelan, and French-Venezuelan Commis
sions, which held protracted sessions in Caracas. As a result 
of his findings as ·umpire, his rulings on questions involving 
neutrality and the rights of neutrals are accepted and followed 
as precedents. 

His late father was later selected by France and Venezuela 
as sole trier of questions in issue between them. Their rep
resentatives went to Vermont, to "Northfield-on-the-Dog," 
for the hearings of the French-Venezuelan Commission. Our 
colleague was secretary of that Commission. He later taught 
international law at Norwich University before he was presi
dent of that university. 

When our friend- speaks about neutrality, he speaks from 
more than a superficial viewpoint and knowledge as to what 
he is talking about. As his late father was, the gentleman 
·from Vermont [Mr. PLUMLEY] is recognized as an authority 
especially on questions 'involving the rights of neutrals. 
Whether one agrees with him or not, he is one qualified by 
education and experience to discuss international law in all 
of its aspects, and one whose views and opinions are worthy 
of profouhd consideration. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY]. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, ! -am not afraid that Mem
bers of this House will underrate the importance of the joint 
resolution now under consideration but I am most anxious 
for each Member to understand the importance of an 
amendment which I propose to offer. The amendment 
which I will offer will follow as a new section to section 2. 
The ·amendment is as follows: 

On page 3, after section 2, insert the following new section: 
"TRAVEL ON AMERICAN OR OTHER NEUTRAL VESSELS 

"SEc. 3. (a) Whenever the President shall have issued a. procla
mat ion under t he authority of section 1 (a), it shall be thereafter 
unlawful, except in accordance with such rules and regulations as 
the President shall prescr ibe, for citizens of the United States to 
travel as p assengers on any American or other neutral vessel 
carrying arms, ammunition, or implements of war to any state or 
stat es named in such proclamation. 

"(b) Whenever the President shall have revoked any proclama
tion issued under the authority of section 1 (a) , the provisions of 
this section and of any regulations issued by the President here
under shall thereupon cease to apply with respect to the state or 
states n am ed in such proclamation, except with respect to offenses 
committed prior · to such revocation." 

A committee amendment will be offered to section 2 of the 
resolution, striking out the word "unlawful" on line 19, page 
2, and inserting language which will permit citizens of the 
United States to travel on vessels of belligerent states only 
at their own risk. The resolution fails to deal with the 
question of citizens of the United States traveling as passen-

gers on American vessels or vessels of other neutral countries. 
In view of the committee amendment to section 2, to the 
effect that citizens may travel on vessels of belligerent states · 
at their own risk, it is clearly indicated that our citizens will 
assume no risk whatever if they elect to travel as passengers 
on our ships or ships of other neutral nations although the 
ship upon which they may be traveling may have its bottom 
filled with all the deadly instruments of war. 

The purpose of my amendment is to make it unlawful for 
citizens of the United States to travel on passenger boats , 
the bottoms of which are filled with arms, ammunitions, and 1 

implements of war. I have discussed the amendment with ' 
the acting chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee and · 
with other members of the committee and I sincerely hope 
that the committee will accept and approve the amendment. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Washington [Mr. CoFFEEJ. 

Mr. COFFEE of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- . 
mous consent to extend my own remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. CoFFEE]? 

There was no objection. 
NEUTRALITY AND WORLD PEACE 

Mr. COFFEE of Washington. Mr. Chairman, debate today 
has revealed the irrefutable truth that no two Members of this 
House entertain the same ideas relative to the pending neu'
trality bill. Each one of us, I submit, is motivated by the 
sincerest hopes and desire to insure peace for the United 
States. Yet we have for the past 3 days witnessed the amaz
ing spectacle of many Members, in their zeal to seek and shed 
light, talking on a subject with which many are unfamiliar, 
saying things which many in their hearts do not mean, con
cerning legislation and a function which properly does not · 
come within the scope of the duties of the House of Repre .. 
sentatives. 

For my part, I am convinced that no neutrality legislation ! 
can be devised which is so perfect and infallible in its pro
visions and enforcement as to meet all emergencies as they 
arise. How can we anticipate unpredictable events? How 
can we know a priori just the manner in which the attempted 
enforcement of any American neutrality act will adversely 
react upon the peace and well-being of the people of the 
United States? · 

The 1937 Neutrality Act was a snare and a delusion. It 
held forth to the hopeful American people a mirage that 
could never be attained. The effect of it during the past 2 
years, though unintentional, it is true, has been to aline us on 
the side of the Fascist aggressors against the invaded and all 
too often defenseless victim nations. I am proud that I was 
1 of the 13 who voted against the 1937 neutrality bill. I join 
heartily with the gentleman from New York [Mr. WADs
WORTH] in his well-considered and cogently phrased address 
of yesterday, in which he powerfully criticized the Mc
Reynolds Neutrality Act of 1937. In the debate on that bill 
both he and I actively participated. We then prognosticated 
the very happenings which subsequently transpired. 

Though we embargoed the shipment of munitions to Spain 
during the civil war, we continued to sell them to Italy and 
Germany, which countries conveniently and openly trans
shipped the munitions and materials of war to the revolution
ists in Spain, with whom they were brazenly in partnership in 
conducting that civil war. 

Mr. Chairman, we are the only country in the world which 
attempts to improve upon international law in such detailed . 
fashion in the form of intricat-ely phrased neutrality meas
ures. This is a recondite subject, having many ramifications. 
One cannot discuss thoroughly even one branch of the topics 
embraced by the bill in the time allotted. It seems ludicrous 
t;o me that even such small sovereignties as Norway, Sweden, 
Denmark, Finland, Holland, Belgium, and Switzerland, all 
democracies in Europe, located in immediate contiguity to the 
Fascist aggressor nations, are yet able to maintain their inde
pendence and preserve a true neutrality without the benefit 
of any so-called neutrality legislation, though here we are. 
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separated from aggressor nations by two oceans and thou
sands of mires of distance, the most powerful and richest 

. nation on earth, yet giving an appearance of national 
cowardice because of our insistence upon attempting to legis
late pe-ace in advance of the event. 

Personally I prefer the repeal of all such neutrality bills as 
in keeping with our tradition and our glorious history. Let us 
unyoke and unshackle the hands and freedom of action of our 
President and the Congress in int€rnational relations. Let us 
restore our own confidence in the Constitution. Let us not 
beguile the unthinking into the belief that neutrality bills 
enshroud them in a state of permanent peace. Peace is a 
state of mind, an abstract conception. War or peace is de
pendent upon a people's will and determination to have war 
or peace. If war hysteria engulfs the land, no transitory law 
upon the statute books will preserve and maintain peace. 
Before that war hysteria finishes its mad course all obstacles 
of man's making will be engulfed or thrust aside. 

I have long felt that we should face the world situation 
realistically. Frankly, my sympathy is on the side of the so
called democratic powers, not because I hold any brief for 
the guilty acts they have committed during the recent cen
turies but because their maintenance of the balance of power 
in the world has preserved civilization and has brought us 
out of the Dark Ages. Only because Great Britain has had 
a puissant navy for four centuries was it possible for France 
and the United States and the Western Hemisphere to attain 
their places in the sun. Today we are at the brink of the 
precipice. Another world war may engulf the fruits of civi
lization and snuff out the light of learning. PaganismJ in
tolerance, racial hatreds, pogroms are the order of the day. 
The worship of right is being replaced by homage to might. 
We may well be concerned at the dark outlook which events 
in Europe present and which the aggressions of Hitler and 
Mussolini have portended for a decade. 

For that reason, Mr. Chairman, I feel strongly that the 
United States should denude itself of encumbering and awk
ward garments which have been disguised as neutrality robes. 
Let us courageously and fearlessly preserve without restraint 
our freedom of action. Let us meet each emergency as it 
arises. 

Who knows what the morrow will bring? We may have 
to act very speedily to fight for peace. Hence, it is my fer
vent hope that we will repeal all neutrality legislation. In 
the event that effort fails, I shall vote for the Bloom bill, 
not because I believe it to be a model of perfection but be
cause I am certain it is a vast improvement over all preceding 
neutrality bills, and mainly because its passage means a 
repeal of the Neutrality Act of 1937. 

Mr. Chairman, it is of tremendous importance that the 
citizens of the United States awaken to the need of refusing 
longer to participate in Japanese aggression in China. As 
an enlargement of that subject, I am adding a brief statement 
with respect to my own Japanese embargo bill, H. R. 5432, 
concerning which countless citizens have expressed them
selves. 

MORE CITIZENS URGE PASSAGE OF JAPANESE EMBARGO ·Bn.L 

Mr. Chairman, as the author of a bill providing for the 
embargo of the shipment of munitions and war materials 
to Japan, I have heretofore placed in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
REcoRD some comments from various cit izens throughout 
the United States on the measure. Because of the tremen
dous interest being shown by the people throughout the 
country in this measure and the formidable support being 
rolled up in favor of such legislation, I am including brief 
extracts from other letters received by me endorsing this 
bill. These letters are pouring into my offices in unending 
volume. They emanate from citizens of wealth and poverty, 
from people of all nationalities from every State in the 
Union, embrace all religions, and reveal a sentiment of 
great strength and volume in behalf of this proposed law. 
This Congress should heed the plea of these people and 
enact this legislation at an early date so that we will no 

longer be held up to the world in ridicule because we are, 
in effect, active participants in Japanese aggression . 

The excerpts are as follows. 
CHICAGO, !LL. 

I greatly regret the part that the United States has played in 
helping Japan in her war against China. I congratulate you on 
introducing the resolution concerning the embargo on war ma
terials to Japan and hope that you will be successful in having it 
passed. • 

JAMES M. YARD, 
Executive Secretary, The Chicago Round Table of the Na-

tional Conference of Christians and Jews. 

NEW YoRK CITY. 
I want to congratulate you on the resolution proposed to put an 

embargo on war supplies from the United States to· Japan. 
Having worn cotton hose for nearly 2 years as the only means 

possible to me of withholding help to Japan, I hope earnestly that 
everything possible will be done to further the objective of your 
resolution and prevent our giving the slightest assistance to Japan 
in its unwarranted aggression. 

LAURA R. SIMONS. 

PLAINFIELD, N . J. 
It makes us partners in her guilt. Moreover, Japan belongs to 

the Berlin-Rome axis and these war supplies may eventually be 
used against us. How sorely we will be punished if our own boys 
are killed by ammunition we have supplied. 

With best wishes that your fine resolution passes. 
JEAN C. CocHRAN. 

PHU..ADELPHIA, PA. 
I know literally hundreds of thinking people in this city who 

are heartily in accord with the resolution proposed by you for 
an embargo on war supplies, and on materials from which war 
supplies can be manufactured by Japan. We wish every possible 
success to your move. Press it with vigor. 

EDWIN M. Wn.soN. 

BROOKLINE, MASS. 
Congratulations for your courage in proposing your resolution 

for an embargo on war supplies to Japan. I have hoped for such 
a resolution for over a year and I cannot speak too strongly 1n 
favor of it. 

MRS. ARTHUR W. HARTl'. 

NEW YoRK CITY. 
We are much pleased that you have introduced a resolution for 

an embargo on war supplies from the United States to Japan. 
You have our hearty support 1n this grand object ive, and almost 

everybody we discuss the matter with feels the same. All success. 
. WELLS RICHARDSON, 

RUTHERFORD, N. J. 
The pending legislation placing an embargo on war supplies from 

the United States to Japan, I heartily favor. I have from the be
ginning felt our country was criminally responsible for supplying 
Japan with such a large proportion of her war material with which 
she has been able to wage one of the most cruel, destructive, and 
unjustifiable wars ever fought by any nation, civilized or un
civilized, against another nation. 

WILLIAM E. SAWYER, Pastor. 
THE WESLEYAN MErHODIST CHURCH. 

CLEVELAND, OHIO. 
Please accept our thanks and congratulations for your resolu

tion to embargo war supplies to Japan. 
We heartily support its objectives and think it should be carried. 

EDWARD D. WHEELER. 

CoLUMBus, OHio. 
May we express our appreciation for your splendid effort in the 

resolution for an embargo on war supplies sent to Japan and our 
hope and prayer that it will pass. 

STELLA R. MADDOX. 

WASHINGTON, D. c. 
The resolution of Congressman COFFEE regarding an embargo on 

war supplies to Japan is the kind of resolution that should have 
been in force for over 1 year. I strongly support and urge prompt 
and favorable action upon it. I consider that the probability of its 
involving us in war is inconsiderable. I write thus strongly be
cause I am deeply concerned and have wide knowledge of the 
hist orical background, having lived in China for over 20 years, from 
1906 to 1927. For the greatest democracy to withhold this aid from 
the great, struggling democracy of China is indefensible. For us 
to aid Japan in its aggression by failing to take such action is to 
brand ourselves as immoral. 

E. L. FORD, 
Pastor. FoUndry Methodist Episcopal Church. 
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BROOKLYN, N. Y. 

We, too, must be realistic and not allow our money grabbers to 
~ell to the very countries who may later attack us. We are a 

1pack of fools to allow it and I am glad to see that you are doing 
your best to put a stop to it. 

MARTHA CASAMAJOR. 

NEW BRUNSWICK, N. J. 
Let me express the hope that .You will push this resolution with 

all the energy of which you are capable. It seems to me highly 
inconsistent that while the sympathy of the great majority of the 
American people is with China in this outrageous undeclared war, 
our Government permits American merchants to sell the needed 
war supplies to Japan. 

JOHN H. RAVEN, D. D., 
Professor, Theological Seminary. 

CHICAGO, ILL. 
Your resolution for an embargo on war supplies from the United · 

States to Japan seems to me timely and I am sure has the support 
of a large body of citizens who are looking for some immediate 
change in our policy in this matter. 

ELISE FAY JORDON. 

BROOKLAND, D. C. 
I wish to express my de.ep appreciation of your effort to remove 

from every thoughtful American citizen the sense of humiliation 
and sorrow that has been ours, when we contemplate our foreign 
policy, especially that policy toward aggressors, and I am thinking 
of Japan now. 

For peace-loving America to be providing more than half the 
war materials to Japan, making it possible for her to carry on a 
war of horrors, murdering and robbing a peace-loving nation, is 
hard for us laymen to understand. 

EVA HESS. 

LEONIA, N. J. 
I should be in hearty accord with action by the Congress that 

would place an embargo upon war supplies from the 'Q'nited States 
to Japan; as a concrete expression 9f disapproval of military 
aggression on the one hand, and of Japanese procedures in China 
on the other. To be sure, we should be diplomatic; but diplo
macy ought not to involve compromise with moral convictions of 
right and justice. 

JoHN W. VooRHIS, 
Pastor, the Presbyterian Church. 

RIDGEFIELD, N. J. 
I wish to congratulate you -upon your resolution for an embargo 

on war supplies from the United States to Japan. 
. You have the courage and vision to act for the common security 
of the world. For as soon as the aggressor nations see that the 
democracies of the world are united and ready to act for their 
common security they will think twice before precipitating a world 
holocaust. 

F. E. NULL. 

ENGLEWOOD, N. J. 
I want you to know that a very large majority of my friends 

and patriots are strongly in favor of your resolution for an 
embargo on war supplies to Japan. The country has been wait
ing impatiently for just such a move as yours and Senator 
PITTMAN'S. 

LEONARD JOHNSON, M. D. 

ENGLEWOOD, N. J. 
I am writing to let you know that many of us in this section 

of tbe United States heartily support you in your proposal for an 
embargo on war materials to Japan. 

For some time many of us have been asking our own Congress
men to support such a proposal as yours. We feel that it is 
foolish to cry peace while continuing to sell war materials to 
a dictator. 

VIRGINIA P. MITCHELL. 

NEW YORK, N. Y. 
I have been glad to see the resolution you have so competently 

drawn regarding an embargo on war supplies from the United 
States to Japan, and I sincerely trust that this may be passed 
by the House. 

All of us who are friends of China, indeed, all of us who are 
friends of Japan, feel the need for such an embargo, that the 
United States may cease its partnership with the aggressor, Japan, 
ih her cruel and devastating invasion of China. 

I favor legislation which would not only place an embargo on 
all war-sustaining materials for Japan, but which will enable us 
to assist China in her struggle for freedom, by extending credits 
and sending supplies. 

ELEANOR L. WELCH. 

NEw YoRK CITY. 
The women of the United States by tbeir purchases are financing 

the m3.l?sacre of Chinese women and children by the Japanese and 
our businessmen are supplying the arms and munitions. 

Both should be stopped. 
HENRY H. RosLoNG, M. D. 

BANGOR, MAINE. 
Can't America be jarred out of its timid "jitters" and face the 

Far East problem with Colonel Stimson's farsighted realism? 
M_ARION J. BRADSHAW, Professor. 

WILLIAMSTOWN, MASS. 
I want to express my approval for your resolution regarding an 

embargo on war materials for Japan, and am writing in support 
of the objectives which this resolution has. I feel that something 
of this sort is the only means of putting to an end the shameful 
action of this country in helping to destroy China. 

F. H. CRAWFORD, Chai rman, 
Department of Physics, Thompson Physical Labomtory. 

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 
I am a member of the Minneapolis group for nonparticipation 

in Japanese aggression, and hope the resolution for embargo on 
war materials for Japan will be passed. Thank you for your work 
on this question. 

Mrs. A. F. MELLEN. 

PITTSBURGH, PA. 
I sincerely hope that the House of Representatives will pass the 

resolution for an embargo on war supplies from the United S tates. 
It must cause regret to every friend of the oppressed when he feels 
that the Japanese invaders of China are armed by supplies from 
this country. Let us put a stop to this. 

JOHN G. BUCHANAN. 

HOLLYWOOD, CALIF. 
I strongly support the objectives · of your resolution for an em

bargo on war supplies from the United States to Japan. 
MELVYN DOUGLAS. 

WATERTOWN, N. Y. 
1; strongly approve of the new resolution introduced by you in 

support of the arms embargo on war supplies from the United 
States to Japan. I believe an overwhelming number of the citizens 
of this country want a stop put to this inhuman and outrageous~ 
tra1fic and trust that this bill will do so. 

PAULINE F. GOODALE. 

PARKVILLE, Mo. 
. I am strongly in favor of the resolution which you have intro
duced to embargo goods to Japan. You are to be congratulated· 
for your insight. Why in the name of common sense and hu
manity do we help Japan rape China and then turn around and 
a!m to fight Japan at some later date? I cannot answer the ques
tion except it be due to lobbyists. Is business bigger than the 
Government? We have helped the dictators win Spain. Shall we 
now continue to help Japan win China? 

HOMER L. WILLIAMS. 

NEW YORK CITY. 
May I appeal to you, as a loyal A:rp.erican,_ interested in the 

peace of the world ·and particularly the saving of the lives of 
innocent Chinese people, whose. friend we are supposed to be, to 
support with all the power you have, the resolution proposed 
by Congressman CoFFEE of Washington for an embargo on all 
forms of war materials to Japan. 

Japan's unwarranted rape of China is one of the worst blots 
on our modern civilization and that America, just because of 
the personal greed of a small group, should be the silent partner 
in this ghastly thing is utterly disgraceful. 

WILLIAM P. BENTZ. 

ST. PETERSBURG, FLA. 
I know something of the honorableness of the Chinese char

acter, and I do feel our country cannot afford to lose their friend
ship, and apart from the honorableness and morality of the af
fair, our commerce, if properly built up with China, is worth 
more to our country than the commerce with the entire South 
American continent. I think it is· high time our country is 
letting Japan know that she is not destined to control everything 
in :the Pacific, which she is absolutely obsessed with. 

If there is anythmg I can do to help get your resolution passed 
by the Congress, I shall be most happy to help . 

STEPHEN c. LEWIS, M. D., 
Good Samaritan Hospital. 

LAWRENCE, KANS. 
We wish to thank you for proposing the resolution for an 

embargo · on war supplies from the United States to Japan, 



8254 CONGRESSIONAL RE-CORD-HOUSE JUNE 29 
because we are heartily in favor of such an embargo and think 
the world would be better off today had such an embargo been 
nuwe. long ago. 

Mr. and Mrs. WALTER H. BURNHAM. 

BATON ROUGE, LA. 
i favor very much an arms ·ancf war material embargo against 

aggressor nations and especially: against Japan because of her 
wanton methods against the inoffenstve Chinese. 

LYNN M. CASE~ 

BARRON, WIS. 
I am writing to express my sincere approval of your recent 

proposal for a bill plaeing an embargo on the sale or war materials 
to Japan. 

MONONA L. CHENEY. 

JAMESTOWN, N.Y. 
I am strongly in :ravor of ali embargo on ·war suppiies from 

the United States to Japan. 
A. A. KNOWLTON. 

MILWAUKEE, WIS. 
Most earnestly do I and man~ others endorse your resolution 

for an embargo. on war supplies from the United States to Japan. 
lt is certainly a tragic situation in. international relatiQns if it 
has come to where we may not refuse to be party to an out
rageous and brutal aggression by withholding war materials and 
supplies with which to carry it out without it being considered 
either meddling in othe.r folks' business or an unfriendly act. 

F. M. SHELDON. 

MuscoDA, Wis. 
Congratulations on your resolution for an embargo on war sup-

AUBURNDALE, MAss. plies from the United States to Japan. We want you · to know ' 
I wish to add my name to the people who strongly support your ). we are backing you. All power to you: 

resolution for embargo on war mataial to Japan. 
Mrs. JOHN E. WILLIAM. 

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 
I wish to go on record as strongly supporting the objectives of 

your :.;esolution for an embargo on war supplies from the United 
States to Japan. It is clear, is it not, that, irrespective of the. 
situation in the west, something must be done to stop this dia
bolical aid to Japan. 

May I join with your many friends in commending you most 
heartily in proposing this important. res0lution. 

PAUL B. BREMICKER, 
General Seeret;ary, Y. M. C. A. 

NILES CENTER, ILL. 
I am heartily in favor of your resolution for an embargo on 

war supplies from the United States of America to Japan. 
ARTHUR KINBERG. 

DURHAM, N. C. 
The embargo proposed by you, Congressman CoFFEE, seems to 

me a plausible help toward the solving of a very difficult problem. 
SusAN" GowER SMITH, Duke University. 

BEAUMONT, TEx. 
The resolution for an embargo on war supplies from United 

States to Japan is very important and I wish to register roy 
support. 

HARRIET RIETVEZD. 

NEW YORK CITY. 
We heartily endorse your resolution. 
We congratulate you. and ask that you make a strong fight for 

Its passage. 
RETAIL STAND EMPt.OYEES' UNION, 
AARoN D. ScHNEIDER, B-usiness Manager. 

ELMIRA, N. Y. 
It is nothing short of criminal in my opinion for us as a Nation 

to allow the sale of munitions and armament supplies to Japan 
under the present circumstances. 

E. RICHARD BARNES. 

I endorse the bill to ban exports to Japan. 
CLEVELAND, OHIO. 

MRS. L. H. JOHNSTON. 

DEERWOOD, MINN. 
Support JoHN M. CoFFEE's resolution. No war supplies to Japan 

from United States. 
FRANK ENGMAN. 

LUNENBURG, MASS. 
I have noted with great pleasure that you have introduced a 

resolution calling for an embargo on war supplies from the United 
States to Japan. 

This- sale of war supplies to Japan is not only an outrage against 
humanity, but is a danger to the fUture security of the United 
States. 

JOSEPH A. HARWOOD. 

BRONXVILLE, N.Y. 
I heartily endorse your resolution for an embargo on the sale of 

war supplies by the United States to Japan. 
MRS. D. D. VAN SLYKE. 

WASHINGTON, D. C . . 
I am tl:'i.erefore strong for yoWl bill (H. R. 5432), and I hope that 

you wil:l be able to have it adopted, or one as nearly related thereto 
as possible. 

JOHN H. COWLES. 

. . . NoR"rBFIEI:Jl} MINx~ 
Your resolution regarding an embargo on war supplies to Japan 

comes at a cruciaJ. time and should receive the heartiest support. 
HAlUuET M. HEADLEY. 

Lours BULTENA, 
Pastor, Presbyterian Church. 

WEBSTER, N. Y. 
May I add my si.ncere desire to the host of requests you un

doubtedly have received that you will do all you can to see that 
an embar.go. is plaeed on war supplies from the United States to 
Japan? 

Rev. Jo~ ScHoTT. 

CORVALLIS, OREG. 
I wish to express my personal support of effective legislation. 

working toward an embargo · on war supplies from the United 
States to Japan or aggressor nations generally and particularly 
the Coffee resolution for such embargo. Self-interest as well as 
humanitarian considerations makes it imperative that we cease 
exporting supplies which strengthen principles hostile to the causes 
of peace and decency, and contribute to the strengthening of a 
potential national enemy. · · · 

. . M. ELwooD SMrrH, 
Dean of Lower Division, Oregon State College. 

. WINTER PARK, FLA. 
A large number of the members of the University Club, includ

fng myself, support the objectives of your bill for an embargo on 
war supplies to Japan. We urge Its passage. 

HARVEY s. CHASE. 

SAN DIEGO, CALIF. 
California congratulates you on your well-conceived resolution 

placing an embargo on munitions to Japan. 
S~nti~ent on the coast fs 100 percent behind you, not only in 

Callforma, but from Mexico to Vancouver. 
· In the cause of peace and humanity we trust that your resolu
tion succeeds of adoption. 

DEE SMITH. 

. CARROLLTON, KY. 
We at home are depending on you at the helm to put this 

ac~oss. If we can bring war in Cruna to an end, we have accom
pll&hed a most humanitarian act, and saved one nation from the 
prey of another. 

JANE STRINGFELLOW. 

CHICAGO, ILL. 
In view of the Japanese rape of China, the very least that wa 

can do as a decent, Christian nation is to place an embargo on 
war S"';1PPlies of every sort from th~ United States to Japan. 

I . w1sh to thank you for introducing such a bill, and to urge 
you to u:>e every poss~ble effort to secure its early enactment. The 
co~ntry 1s overwhelmmgly in favor of such action, as anyone can. 
eas1ly find out by conversing with the people. 

· E. M. HARRISON, B. D., Ph. D., 
Pastor, Woodlawn Baptist Church. 

NEWPORT, R. I. 
I am deeply impressed with the great importance of your reso

lution for an embargo on war supplies from the · United States 
to Japan, which is gaining such tremendous support to that war 
in China. 

Miss HELEN A STURTEVANT. 

CRICHTON, ALA. 
Your proposed ~mbargo_ stopping the sale of war supplies to 

Japan represents a long-needed piece of legislation. 
For the sake of innocent sufferers in China, and to set an 

example . to other nations that we stand for peace, I hope your 
resolution will pass. 

ROBT. OF RUBEL, Jr. 

CLEVELAND, Omo. 
I am writing to urge an embargo on war s111ppHes from the 

· United States to . .T.apan. I strongly support the objectives of the 
resolution you have proposed in the Foreign Affairs Committee of 
the House. 

ELLA B. METcALF. 
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RoCHESTER, N. Y. 

May I tell you how thoroughly I approve of your resolution for 
an embargo on war supplies from the United States to Japan. 
I hope most sincerely that you will keep at it until it is passed. 

. HATI'IE L. WEBBER. 

NEW YORK CITY. 
I · am greatly in accord with your resolution for an embargo on 

war supplies to Japan and wish you every success. Our part in 
Japan's war of aggression is a disgrace to the United States of 
America. 

M. E. TOPPING. 

PHILADELPHIA, PA. 
I wish to go on record as being in strong sympathy with your 

recent resolution for an embargo on war supplies from the United 
States to Japan, and I hope that the Foreign Affairs Committee 
will see fit to adopt it. 

SusAN C. ERwiN. 

WYNDMOOR, PA. 
I strongly support the resolution which you have proposed for 

the embargo on war supplies from the United States to Japan. 
CAaOLINE c. SMITH. 

LEONIA, N. J. 
Your resolution deserves the powerful support of all thinking 

people in this country, and we owe you a debt of gratitude for 
your competently drawn resolution. 

ELIZABETH 0. LEEPER. 

WASHINGTONVILLE, N. Y. 
As pastor of the Presbyterian Church here I believe public 

sentiment is strongly in favor of an embargo on war materials to 
Japan, such as your splendid resolution would effect. 

Rev. ALEXANDER M. CoNGER. 

.APPLETON, N. Y. 
I would most earnestly urge that you do all in your power for 

the resolution you have introduced for embargoing war supplies to 
Japan. I heartily believe in this resolution and all that you are 
doing to help our old friends in this great time of suffering for 
them. 

GEORGE R. HYDE. 

CAMBRIDGE, MAss. 
. I want to express my thanks for your resolution in favor of an 

embargo on war supplies to Japan. 
I hold reluctance between right and wrong to be immoral and, 

·of course, at present our law is far from neutral. 
c. B. RUNKEL. 

ST. PAUL, MINN. 
You have our hearty cooperation and support of your proposed 

resolution to place an embargo on war supplies from United States 
to Japan. 

Mrs. N. V. LADERE. 

LoUISVILLE, KY. 
I hope that your resolution for an embargo on war supplies to 

Japan will be acted on favorably. It is a national disgrace that we 
are supplying Japan with the. war materials to continue her in
human campaign in China. 

Miss KATE G. MILLER. 

WINTER PARK, FLA. 
I want you to know that I am strongly in favor of your resolution 

for an embargo on war supplies from the United States to Japan. 
MARY LEONARD. 

PHILADELPHIA, PA. 
I wish to go on record as supporting the objectives of the 

resolution regarding the embargo on war supplies from the 
United States of America to Japan. 

MAUD H. MYRIET. 

NEW YoRK CITY. 
Please use every bit of influence to have your resolution to 

have the embargo on war supplies from the United States to 
Japan go through promptly. I am speaking for a multitude of 
friends, as we all think this should go into effect at once. 

MARY L. VAN LENNEP. 

LoNGBEACH, FLA. 
You are to be highly comme:pded for pringing before the Foreign 

Relations Committee a resolution favoring an embargo on war 
supplies to Japan. It is high time we ended this most disgraceful 
and shameful partnership in the destruction of the Chinese na-
tion. What infamy! "How long, 0 Lord, how long?" · 

W. W. HIGHBERGH. 

SARASOTA, FLA. 
I most heartily endorse the resolution you have proposed for an 

embargo on war supplies from the United States to Japan. Let 

LXXXIV--521 

us ·put a step to the most disgraceful thing the United States 
has ever been a party to. 

Mrs. RoBERT G. MooRE. 

ScHENECTADY, N. Y. 
We urge that you support the Coffee resolution to place an em

bargo on war supplies for Japan from the United States. 
MARY J. BARCLAY. 
MmiAM JOHNSON. 

EVANSVILLE, IND. 
Most emphatically do I endorse your resolution for an embargo 

on war supplies from our United States to Japan. Things have 
reached a place where something must be done to curb Japan be
fore it is too late for China's good. Everything should be done to 
make it difficult for Japan to carry on her war against China, and 
I am very much concerned in any resolution or legislation that will 
prevent nonparticipation in Japanese aggression. 

VIOLA JUNG. 

BOSTON, MASS. 
We believe that these shipments to Japan could be stopped with

out incurring the risk of war with Japan, and that it is to our 
best interest that we give all possible encouragement to the people 
of China in their struggle against the unprovoked aggression of 
Japan. We are strongly in favor of such action as may be taken by 
Congress to make these convictions e1l'ective. 

Signed by 45 individuals. 

RussELLs PoiNT, OHIO. 
Am writing you to tell you I am strongly supporting the resolution 

proposed by you, namely, an embargo on war supplies from the 
United States to Japan. I trust the Foreign Affairs Committee will 
give this proper consideration. 

Mrs. K. PRATER. 

URBANA, ILL. 
It is sai-d the Foreign Affairs Committee is considering a resolu

tion proposed by you for an embargo on war supplies to Japan . 
We have waited long-too long-for someone to make this move. 

.May I commend you for doing this and add my voice to others 
urging its speedy adoption? 

.Why should America furnish Japan with materials which are 
being used to destroy our own schools and hospitals? They are 
being bombed even though the American flag is displayed. And 
.why should we help to murder innocent civilians, women, and 
~hildren? 

FLORENCE B. ROBINSON . 

CINCINNATI, OHIO, 
On behalf of thousands of members of the Episcopal Church in 

the diocese of southern Ohio I write to urge you and other Members 
of Congress to support the legislation now pending which has as 
its purpose the prevention of traffic in war materials to Japan. 

It is obvious that no legislation will correct the present difficulty 
entirely, but any action Congress could take to reduce the present 
traffic in war materials will help to focus the mind of the country 

·on the problem, and thus enable us to move toward the position 
in which this country will not be guilty of being a party to the 
tragic destruction going on in China today. 

HENRY W. HOBSON. 

NEW YORK CITY. 
I was pleased to note that you have introduced legislation which 

would prevent the United States from supplying Japan with war 
materials. I urge that the bill be passed as soon as possible, in 
accordance· with the .great sympathy throughout the country for 
the Chinese people. 

EUGENE FEENBERG. 

. SARASOTA, FLA. 
We wish you to know that we heartily endorse the resolution 

proposed by you for an embargo on war supplies from the United 
States to Japan. 

We assure you we are absolutely in sympathy with every thing 
you do along these lines. 

LENA R. WULFF. 

CHICAGO, ILL. 
In the interest of peace, human· conduct, and human under

standing and for the benefit o~ the morality of the entire world as 
well as that of the United States, ft is of the utmost importance 
that the resolution proposed by yourself for an embargo on war sup..
plies from United States to Japan be put into e1l'ect and force as 
soon as possible. 

MAxWELL KUNIN. 

DETROIT, MICH. 
We heartily approve your resolution to place an embargo on all 

. war supplies to Japan from the United States, and urge you to 
use all your power to make this into law. The producers of war 
supplies will feel decent once more if all of them are forbidden to 

· aid Japan against China. We know full well that Japan can do 
nothing against us or China either without United States supplies. 
The very idea of cash-and-carry is wickedly foolish; and open 
fraud and a transparent defense .of intrenched interests. 

Mr. and Mrs. CLARENCE W. WRIGHT. 
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MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 

In presuming to write to you advocating passage of the bill 
creating an embargo on war supplies to Japan, I am motivated not 
so much by the desire to preserve human life, because we . all haye 
to die some day, but in preserving the great work of fore1gn mis-
sionaries and educators in China. · 

J. F. McCLENDON, 
Professor, University of Minnesota . . 

NEW YORK CITY. 
I should like to endorse most heartily your bill which would stop 

American shipments of war materials to Japan. The vast majority 
of American citizens .do not sympathize with Japan's military 
aggressions, nor with A,merican merchants' partnership in the 
bombing of civilian populations. It is time that the Congress of 
the United States followed the will of the people it is supposed to 
represent and stopped the sale of war materials to Japan. 

WILLIS LAMB. 

WYNNEWOOD, PA. 
I am heartily in favor of the resolution which you proposed to 

prohibit the export of war supplies to Japan. I think you have 
done a fine piece of work. 

NORMAN E. FREEMAN, M. D. 

STREATOR, ILL. 
I have noted with great satisfaction the introduction by you of a 

resolution calling for an embargo on war supplies from United 
States to Japan, and I thank you. I hope it may have a great sup
port and that we shall say to the world that our people do not 
approve of such ruthless barbarity as Japan has shown .in this 
"incident" or "undeclared war" on a people that had been making 
such brave and rapid strides in their endeavors in building a strong, 
noble civilization. 

Rev. ELI PITTMAN. 

COLCHESTER, Co"NN. 
Both I and my church . peopl!'l are interested in your resolution 

.putting a war-supplies embargo on Japan. This ought to have been 
done long ago. We .hope that every effort will be put forward to 
make it a la~. 

Rev. C. FLOYD MILLER. 

ST. PETERSBURG, FLA. 
Will you please do all in your power for the support of the reso

·lution for an embargo on war supplies from United States to Japan? 
MINNIE B. BARTON. 

NEW YORK CITY. 
Keep up your splendid work for placing an embargo on all war 

materials to Japan. 
ANDREW TOLSTOY. 

SARASOTA, FLA. 
We wish you to know that we heartily endorse the resolu tion 

proposed by you for an embargo on war supplies from the United 
States to Japan. 

We assure you we are absolutely in sympathy with everything you 
do along these lines. 

CHRISTINA SMITH. 

HOMER, N.Y. 
We hurt ourselves by our present course. China means more to 

us ultimately than several Japans. 
Rev. BENJAMIN L. HERR. 

NEW YORK CITY. 
I should like to express to you my enthusiastic support for your 

resolution for an embargo on war supplies to Japan. I am sure that 
the country stands back of you in this fine stand that you are 
taking. 

ELIZABETH L. GAMBLE. 

PHILADELPHIA, PA. 
·As a regular voter who is sincerely desirous of putting an end to 

Japan's attack on China, I urge you to vote for the embargo on the 
sale of war supplies to Japan. 

M. ELOISE SCHUYLER. 

CONCORD, N. H. 
I wish to express my hearty commendation of your resolution for 

an embargo on war supplies from the United States to Japan. I 
hope that it will go through the House and the Senate with as 
little delay as possible. 

ARTHUR s. PIER. 

GLOVERSVILLE, N. Y. 
I am a lover of peace, and believe that our Government should 

remain neutral so far as foreign wars · are concerned; nevertheless I 
approve of this move, for I have long been ashamed of our partner
ship with Japan in her aggression upon China. 

Miss ANNA C. WRIGHT. 

RoME, GA. 
I am writing to thank you for proposing a resolution to· embargo 

war supplies to Japan. Feeling· is very strong here for such action, 
and let me urge you to continue fighting for its adoption. 

Mr. and Mrs. PHILIP SHULHAFER. 

NEW YORK CITY. 
I heartily endorse your proposed legislation on an embargo of war 

materials for Japan. I hope the bill will soon come before Con
gress and will secure an early passage. Surely the American people 
as a whole resen"(; warmly our participation in the Japanese aggres
sion in China. 

M. PHILLIPS. 

TYRONE, PA. 
I am much interested in the objectives of the resolution pro

posed by Congressman COFFEE, to place an embargo on war supplies 
from the United States to Japan. 

GRACE H. BURKET. 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 
I want to commend you on your resolution for an embargo on 

war supplies from this country· to Japan. I feel that we should 
have made this move long before this, and am very hopeful for its 
passage. · 

ERNEST H. BAILEY, 

COLUMBUS, OHIO. 
May I express the deep interest I feel in your resolution calling 

foi: an embargo on war ·supplies from our country to Japan? Surely 
decent . people can view_ o_nly with horror and shame the murder
for-money policy followed by America thus far. 

HENRY FORMAN. 

MILWAUKEE, ·WIS. 
I am in hearty accord with your resolution proposing an embargo 

on war. S!Jpplies from our count"ry to Japan and trust that you will 
be most vigorous in promoting it. The utter senselessness of our 
'procedure thus far is all but exasperating to the citizen who has 
any regard for the rights of other democratic peoples and who is at 
all concerned about the future international and trade relations of 
our own country. If exterminating the Chinese would do us any 
good, I could see some little excuse for it, though even under such 
circumst ances I could not approve; but the fact is that such ex
termination is detrimental to us, ourselves. Surely we should not 
be aiding our own enemies, as so far we have been doing. 

. - ELLA M. HANAWALT. 

KALAMAZOO, MICH. 
I wish to assure you of my hearty and enthusiastic support of 

your proposed resolution for an embargo on war supplies from the 
United St ates to Japan. I most· earnestly believe that such a meas
ure is demanded by all considerations both of justice and 
expediency. · 

Mrs. J. B. JACKSON. 

WASCO, CALIF. 
I want to put all my strength behind your resolution for an 

embargo on war supplies for Unit ed States to Japan. We have 
dallied with this important matter far too long. 

JOHN B. TOOMAY. 

CHICAGO, ILL. 
· I am heartily in favor of your resolution to place an embargo 

on all war supplies to Japan. ·Our share in this war is a disgrace 
to the United States, and m any of us are thoroughly ashamed 
of it. Such a resolution is what we want passed. 

LILLIAN F. ABBOTT. 

CHATHAM, N. J. 
I am strongly in favor of your resolution for putting an embargo 

on all war supplies from the United States ·to Japan and hope it 
will go through quickly. · 

I am not buying Japanese goods if I know it, as I am told the 
silks we buy enables them to buy war materials. 

Miss CORA KINNEY. 

YONKERS, N. Y. 
God forbid that we help Japan enslave China. Our present policy 

seems to me incredibly stupid, short-sighted, and ill-advised. The 
Chinese are a fine people and deserving of our help. They will be 
our friends. 

Miss CORDELINE WENDT. 

DENVER, CoLO. 
I am much gratified to learn that you have introduced a bill for 

an embargo on war supplies from the United States to J apan. 
The contribution of our country to the shameful slaughter that is 

going on in China should be stopped without delay, and I cannot 
too strongly· express my in~erest in supporting your efforts in that 
direction. 

Mrs. WAYONE D. MYERS. 
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MORRISTOWN, N. J. 
I support wholeheartedly your resolution for an embargo on war 

supplies from the United States to Japan. 
It is extraordinary when many view with apprehension the possi

bility of a future war with Japan that we not only help her to keep 
up the outrageous aggression in China but are actually arming a 
potential enemy. 

Mrs. B. HUBERT CooPER. 

CLEARWATER, FLA. 
I express the desire of many of our citizens that you press for

ward your resolution for an embargo on war materials from these 
United States to Japan. In the interest of humanity and wavering 
civllization, induce the Foreign Aft'airs Committee to work for it. 

H. S. FLETCHER. 

ST. DAvms, PA. 
Since I am convinced that the exportation of munitions and 

other war materials from the United States to Japan makes our 
country virtually a partner in Japanese aggression against China, 
I earnestly pledge support to the resolution proposed by you for 
an embargo on war supplies from the United States to Japan. 
I strongly urge that every available avenue to the accomplishment 
of this objective be sought. 

HARRIET S. HAAS. 

LAKE FoREST, ILL. 
This brief note is to express most emphatically my complete 

sympathy with your proposed resolution for an embargo on war 
supplies from the United States of America to Japan. Reverently 
I say, God grant that something be done at once to stop this 
slaughter. 

MINNIE MAY RUMSEY. 

YPSILANTI, MICH. 
This is written to express my appreciation of your action in 

introducing a resolution to place an embargo on our export of 
war supplies to Japan. This traffic has proceeded all too long and 
I hope very much that you will be successful in your efforts to 
end it. 

BERTHA G. BUELL. 

YoUNGSTOWN, Omo. 
I hereby assure you of my sincere sympathy with the objectives 

of your resolution for an embargo on war supplies from the 
United States to Japan, and urge you to put forth every possible 
effort in its support. 

MARTHA B. STECKEL. 

EMPORIA, KANS. 
As a loyal American and one who knows the Orient well, I urge 

you to work for legislative embargo en war materials to Japan. 
By our trade we are virtually Japan's partner in this unjust aggres
sion. My conscience cries out against America having any partici
pation in the attack upon China. Let us cease arming and aiding 
the aggressor. 

WARREN HORTON STUART. 

COLUMBUS, Omo. 
An embargo should be placed immediately on all war materials 

to Japan. By war materials I mean not only munitions but the 
other vit ally necessary commod~ties such as scrap iron, gasoline, oil, 
cotton, and st eel. 

I cannot help admiring the resistance that the Chinese have 
offered against such terrific odds, due to the superior modernized 
equipment of the•Japanese war machine, which we in America have 
helped to maintain by·our sales to Japan of the above essentials. 

BURTON M. NICHOLSON. 

LAKEWOOD, OHIO. 
It is indeed heartening to realize that our representatives are 

considering this America's crime of crimes, her participation in 
Japan's war guilt. 

Many of us American citizens feel strongly our responsibility in 
this matter, and we are pleased with your resolution for an embargo 
on war moaterials to Japan. 

Please feel that many of us are strongly supporting your resolu
tion and that we fervently hope you will increase your efforts for 
the passing of this legislation. 

HELEN E. PENMAN. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Washington [Mr. SMITH]. , 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I am 
thoroughly convinced that the overwhelming majority of the 
citizens of my congressional district and of the entire Nation 
strongly favor a policy of absolute, complete, 100 percent 
mandatory neutrality in regard to all present and future 
foreign wars. The American people are, therefore, in favor 
of legislation which will insure insofar as is humanly pos
sible a policy on our part of noninterference and noninter
vention in the affairs of foreign nations. The American peo
ple are unalterably and uncompromisingly opposed to our 

showing any discrimination or favoritism tn regard to the 
disputes and controversies and wars of other nations. They 
favor a strictly pro-American policy, first, last, and all the 
time, which alone will keep us out of wars in other parts of 
the world. 

Consequently, I favor legislation which prohibits travel by 
our citizens on belligerent ships, prohibits trade with bel
ligerents excepting upon a strictly cash-and-carry basis, pro
hibits financial transactions with belligerents, prohibits the 
solicitation or collection of funds for belligerents, prohibits 
the use of our ports as a base of supplies, denies the use of 
our ports to armed belligerent vessels, and continues in ex
istence the present Munitions Control Board. The pending 
Neutrality Act of 1939, With the proposed amendments, does 
all of these things and is neutral in letter and in spirit . We 
thereunder accord the same treatment to all belligerents, 
which is the essence of neutrality and is the only policy 
which will keep us out of war. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1897 Chief Justice Fuller, of the United 
States Supreme Court, in the case of the Three Friends, re
marked that: 

Neutrality, strictly speaking, consists in abstinence from any par
ticipation in public, private, or civil war, and in impartiality of 
conduct toward both partes • • •. 

He went on to say-
That neutrality was the relationship which exists between the 

belligerents and the states which take no part in the war. 

John Quincy Adams, as Secretary of state, wrote that: 
The state of neutrality recognizes the cause of both parties 

to the contest as just--that is, it avoids all consideration of the 
merits of the contest. 

In the negotiation of treaties dealing with neutrality the 
state Department has held to this traditional American view 
of neutrality. Up to 1938, 37 treaties dealing with some phase 
of neutrality had been negotiated by the Department. All 
of these were based upon the fundamental thesis that neu
trality means a strict impartiality in the treatment of the
belligerents. 

Emmerich de Vattel, the French publicist whose work The 
Law of Nations has been the veritable bible of the United 
States Supreme Court since the foundation of this Republic 
on any question of international law, in his chapter on 

1 neutrality, states that-
Neutral nations are those which take no part in a war and remain 

friends of both parties, without favoring either side to the prejudice 
of the other. • • • So long as a neutral nation desires to be
secure in the enjoyment of its neutrality, it must show itself in all 
respects strictly impartial toward the belligerents; for if it favors 
one to the prejudice of the other, it cannot complain if the latter 
treats it as an adherent and ally of the enemy. Its neutralit y would 
be hypocritical neutrality, of which no state. would consent to be 
the dupe. 

American courts have held to Vattel's definition of neutral
ity from their very inception. In 1781 the Federal court of 
appeals held in the case of the Resolution that the idea of a, 
neutral nation "implies two nations at war and a third in 
friendship with both." 

Henry Wheaton is the best-known early American author
ity on international Jaw. His work The Elements of Inter
national Law was the first study of the American interpreta
tion and practice of international law. Concerning neutrality 
he writes that-

The right of every independent state to remain at peace, whilst 
other states are engaged in war, is an incontestable attribute ot 
sovereignty. It is, however, obviously impossible that neutral na
tions should be wholly unaffected by the existence of war between 
those communities with whom they continue to maintain their 
accustomed relations of friendship and commerce. The rights of 
neutrality are connected with correspondent duties. Among these 
duties is that of impartiality between the contending parties. 
The neutral is the common friend of both parties, and consequently 
is not at liberty to favor one party to the detriment of the 
other. • • • 

Quoting Bynkershoek, he continues: 
A neutral has nothing to do with the justice or injustice of the 

war; it is not for him to sit as judge between his friends who are 
at war with each other, and to grant or re!use more or less to tlle 
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one or to the other. • • • If I am neutral, I ought not to be 
useful to the one in order that I may hurt the other. 

The pathway of neutrality is thus clearly marked, and it 
is the pathway of peace. Any other pathway leads to war. 
The most important and solemn duty to be performed by our 
Government and Congress at the present time is to keep our 
country out of war. We must avoid any and every action 
which might involve our country in war. We should sur
round ourselves with every possible safeguard to prevent war. 
We must not again, after our sad and bitter experience in the 
last World War, allow the desire of a few of our citizens for 
commercial profits or to extend credit to belligerents to ex
pose us to the danger of a foreign war. Those of our citizens 
who wish to trade or travel in war zones should do so at their 
own peril. We hereby crystallize into law the wishes and 
hopes and prayers of the people of America, and especially 
of the mothers of America1 that we may place peace and the 
lives of our young men high above the profits of international 
trade and finance. We refuse to form any alliance with any 
be!ligerent nation in the coming conflict, and we remain 
neutral. [Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. ANGELL]. 

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the so
called Bloom bill, House Joint Resolution 306. The people 
of my district and my State, and I believe the people of 
America, are determined that America shall never again take 
part in a foreign war. Furthermore, they are unalterably 
opposed to taking sides in a foreign war. 

The primary consideration that confronts us in considering 
this legislation is what course should we take to insure so 
far as it is humanly possible that this Nation will not be 
called upon again to send our soldiers across the water to 
fight. In determining this question and ·considering the bill 
before us, I believe it is the well-considered opinion of the 
majority of our American citizens that we should observe as a 
fixed foreign policy absolute neutrality. It is true our 
sympathies are with the so-called democracies as opposed to 
the totalitarian states, but that does not mean that America 
must take sides in European conflicts or join with the de
mocracies in another conflict ·on foreign soil. It is my judg
ment that if this bill is enacted into law it will place America 
in a position not only to take sides in such a conflict but 
we will be drawn into such a combination of circumstances 
that it will be practically impossible for us to remain neutral. 
Furthermore, it will place the power within the pands of the 
Executive to name aggressors and to exercise his discretion in 
giving assistance to one foreign power as against another. 
This is not a neutral position but one which will ultimately 
lead America down the road to war. 

Without doubt this legislation is designed to carry out the 
policies of the administration which have been openly an
nounced on a number ·of occasions to which our attention 
has been called in this debate. ·America should be concerned 
with one question, and one question only, in deciding upon 
this legislation, namely, "What is the best for America?" 
We have our own domestic problems, which up to date we 
have been unable to solve. We have expended vast sums of 
money in an endeavor to break the depression and bring back 
prosperity. ·We have done so in vain. Our first concern 

- should be in -solving ·our domestic problems and taking such 
a course of action as will keep us at peace ·with the whole 
world, and, above all, keep us free from any involvements 
which will lead us into a foreign conflict. The legislation 
before us is not designed to accomplish that end. On the 
other hand, it will make more easy the entrance of the United 
States in a foreign conflict. 

This bill places large discretionary powers in the hands 
of the President which are not lodged there by the Consti
tution. It repeals all embargoes against the sale of arms 
and munitions. Our munition makers should not be all{)wed 
to traffic in death by selling to belligerents death-dealing 
instruments of war and munitions. Let America remain 
neutral and not provide the means by which wars may be 
prosecuted. If we carry on such traffic, we cannot remain 

neutral and are certain to be embroiled in war ourselves. 
The munition makers want the Bloom bill to be enacted; the 
American people do not want it. 

For one, I still believe that the advice of George Wash-
ington and Thomas Jefferson is as sound today as it was 
when given almost a century and a half ago. 

George Washington, in his Farewell Address, said: 
Against the insidious wiles of foreign influence (I conjure you 

to believe me, fellow citizens), the jealousy of a free people ought . 
to be constantly awake, since history and experience prove that . 
foreign influence is one of the most baneful foes of republican 
government. But that jealousy, to be useful, must be impartial; 
else it becomes the instrument of the very influence to be avoided, 
instead of a defense against it. Excessive partiality for one foreign 
nation and excessive dislike of another cause those whom. they 
actuate to see danger only on one side, and serve to veil and even 
second the arts of influence on the other. Real patriots, who may 
resist the intrigues of the favorite, are liable to become suspected 
and odious; while its tools and dupes usurp the applause and con
fidence of the people to surrender their interests. 

The great rule of conduct for us in regard to foreign nations 
is, in extending our commercial relations, to have with them as · 
little political connection as possible. So far as we have already 
formed engagements, let them be fulfilled · with perfect good faith. 
Here let us stop. 

Europe has a set of primary interests which to us have none, 
or a very remote relation. Hence, she must be engaged in fre
quent controversies, the causes of which are essentially foreign 
to our concerns. Hence, therefore, it must be unwise in us to 
implicate ourselves, by artificial ties, in the ordinary vicissitudes 
of hpr politics or the ordinary com_binations and collisions of her 
friendships or enmities. 

Our detached and distant situation invites and enables us to 
pursue a different course. If we remain one people, under an 
efficient government, the period is not far off when we may defy 
material injury from external annoyance; when we may take such 
an attitude as will cause the neutrality we may at any time 
resolve upon to be scrupulously respected; when belligerent na
tions, under the impossibility o~ ma,king acquisitions upon us, will 
not lightly hazard the giving us provocation; when we may choose 
peace or war, as our interest, guided by justice, shall counsel. 

Our foreign policy, with one exception, has always been 
directed along the lines of the admonition of the Father of 
our Country. George Washington, perhaps more than any 
other .man in our Nation's history, was familiar with the his
tory of foreign nations and with the wiles, .intrigues, and 
subtle influences, desires, and motives that controlled their 
actions in their relationships with one another. He had led 
the struggling, infant nation through the trials and vicissi
tudes of the Revolution to gain our independence. Out of 
this wealth of experience he said: 

Against. the insidious wiles of foreign influence (I conjure you to 
believe me, fellow citizens) the jealousy. of a free country ought . to 
be constantly awake, since history and experience prove that for-. 
eign influence is one of the most baneful foes of republican gov-
ernment. · · 

Washington realiz-ed, as vie should realize today, that our 
natural adyantages, by reason of our detached geographical 
position, protected by two great oceans, and Eeparated by 
3,000 miles or more from the warring nations of Europe and 
A~ia, are our first line of defense·. In his words: 

Why forego the advantages of so peculiar a situation? Why quit 
our own to stand upon foreign ground? Why, by interweaving our 
destiny with that of any part of Europe, entangle our peace and 
prosperity in the toils of European ambition, rivalship, interest, 
humor, or caprice? 

It is our true _policy to steer plear of . permanent alliances with 
any portion oi the foreign world. · 

Thomas Jefferson adhered to and advised. this same course. 
He said, in- his inaugural address, we should maintain "peace, 
commerce, and honest· friendship with all nations, entangling 
alliances with none!' 
SHOULD WASHINGTON'S ADVICE, "AVOID ENTANGLING ALLIANCES," Blf 

DISCARDED? 

Mr. Chairman, America today is at the crossroads. We 
have come down through a century and a half of development 
and expansion observing the advice of the Father of our 
Country. During that short span, as the history of nations 
is reckoned, we have become a great nation · and occupy a 
commanding position in the family of nations. We have de
veloped in power, influence, and in the material possessions 
and advantages of our people more than any nation of the 
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world in a like period. Should we now abandon our foreign 
policy which we have followed through the years and enter. 
into combinations and commitments with Old World na
tions? Should we abandon our time-honored, independent 
position and assume the roll of world policeman to settle the 
disputes of Europe? 

The one time we departed from Washington's advice, when 
we joined in the World War, we proceeded on the false 
premise that by so doing we could preserve democracy and, 
as the slogan said, "Make the world safe for democracy." Our 
American boys, 2,000,000 strong, crossed the seas following 
the mirage that it was a "war to end war." Instead of accom
plishing those great objectives the nations of Europe, after 
that struggle of death, were bankrupted and thrown into a 
welter of turmoil, dissension, jealousies, conquests, wars, and 
rumors of wars, in keeping with the history of European 
nations for more than 2,000 years. 

As a result there has now developed in Europe the Berlin
Rome axis. This combination, together with Japan, has been 
remaking the map of the Eastern Hemisphere. We have wit
nessed the conquest of Ethiopia and China, the dismember
ment of Czechoslovakia, the taking over of Albania, and the 
threatened invasion of many other nations in the field of 
operations of these European powers. Opposed to Germany, 
Italy, and Japan are England, France, and Russia, with whom 
other smaller European nations are allied or in the process 
of alinement. The armed forces of the world are better pre
pared with armaments for conflict than at any other time in 
the world's history, and they stand ready for mobilization and 
ready to strike. They only await the order. 
· Mr. Chairman, it is said that this threatened conflict is one 

between the democracies and the totalitarian governments to 
determine which shall survive and rule the world. When we 
examine the alinement of these forces and the motivating 
causes of the unrest, we find this to be untenable. Certainly 
Russia standing with England and France, cannot be fighting 
for the preservation of democracy. The dividing line between 
these two groups of armed countries is not the line between 
the democracies and the totalitarian governments. The bones 
of contention today, as they have always been throughout 
European history, are territory for expansion and develop
ment, boundary lines, natural resources, raw materials, prop
erty and property rights, trade lanes, and routes of commerce, 
all climaxed with selfishness, the urge for conquest, and the 
greed for spoils and power. 

The struggle today is the same that has been going on for 
20 centuries for the control of the balance of power in Europe. 
It involves the control of the Mediterranean and Gibraltar, 
the Suez Canal and the Dardanelles, the control of Spain and 
the lands rich in natural resources lying east of Germany and 
Italy, giving an outlet to these nations to the Black Sea and 
the East. Such a control cuts across the life lines of England 
and its world-wide colonial possessions and leaves France 
exposed to crushing attacks from every side but the Atlantic. 
Its accomplishment would mean the destruction of the Balkan 
entente consisting of Rumania, Greece, Yugoslavia, and 
Turkey. 

With the horrors and loss of life in the World War still 
fresh in our minds, the American people are of one mind, that 
we shall adopt that course of action which will not again in
volve us in a foreign war. In that great struggle there were 
approximately 120,000 of our soldiers who lost their lives and 
182,000 who were wounded but not mortally. These same na
tions with whom it is now proposed that we shall join in 
impending con:fiicts are still indebted to us, aggregating, with 
other foreign debts, some $13,000,000,000, earned from the 
sweat of the brows of American citizens, many of whom are 
now in want and privation. This bitter experience has deter
mined the mind of America that it shall remain aloof from 
foreign conflicts. 

My colleagues, as I said on a previous occasion in this 
House, I do not know what lesson you take from these 
pages of history. To me they point the way. For my own 
part our course seems clear. Not another penny should 
~e advanced to -any of our debtor nations who have repu-

diated their obligations. They should pay their just debts · 
to us. The war chorus should be silenced and made to 
understand that no amount of war-inspired hysteria and 
propaganda will budge us from our fixed purpose to make no 
alliances with European countries, to enter no war except a 
war of defense, and never again to send our soldier boys 
abroad to be slaughtered. We want to remain at peace with 
the world and be permitted to mind our own business and 
work out our own destiny. Other nations should be granted 
the same rights free from our intermeddling. The American 
people are determined that come what may in Europe, 
America must keep out, and take no part, directly or indi
rectly, in European entanglements. We must maintain 
absolute neutrality with all foreign nations to the end that 
we be not led into war. We must make no commitments, 
nor enter into any relationships, understandings, or agree
ments with any foreign nation with respect to Old World 
affairs. Furthermore, we should refuse to furnish a single 
American dollar for another foreign war. 

We must preserve and maintain the Monroe Doctrine, 
limited as it is to the Western Hemisphere, which is a com~ 
mand to the nations of the Old World "Hands off America," 
a domestic policy of self-defense. Likewise, we must not 
meddle in European affairs. ·we cannot say to foreign na
tions, "Keep out of the Western Hemisphere," and in the 
same breath seek to inject ourselves into their world and at
tempt to influence and direct the decisions that they shall 
make. Our concern is to preserve, maintain, and perfect 
American democracy, and make it work. This should be 
done here, in our own country and for our own people. Ex
cept by example, we should not attempt to project our 
democracy or ideology into the governments of other 
nations. 

Wb,enever we shall, by commitments, collaboration, em
bargoes, commercial restrictions, quarantine of aggressors, or 
any other means, endeavor to shape the course of European 
affairs, we are taking the first step toward war which will 
ultimately lead us into full and complete participation there
in. We should mind our own business, maintain strict neu
trality, hold aloof from European turmoil, and not take this 
first step toward war. Once started down the war road 
there will be no turning back. We must not under any cir
cumstances become a party to a foreign war. 

There is one thing that has caused more heartache and 
misery .in the world than any other, and that is war. The 
sole objective of war is destruction. Brute force is its main
spring; the dead and the maimed are its harvest. It not 
only bankrupts nations in their material welfare but it robs 
them as well of all spiritual values. It not only sets nation 
against nation but breeds in the hearts of men, hate and the 
desire to destroy and tear down. It never builds; it never 
ennobles. Worst of all, its fruitage is the death and maim
ing of the young manhood of the country. It feeds not upon 
the old and the maimed but devours the flower of the youth 
of the country and leaves the living impoverished, sickP.ned, 
and spiritually weakened for generations, and casts its ~tJell 
and its burdens upon generations yet unborn. Over 10,000,-
000 soldiers were killed or died in the World War and over 
20,000,000 wounded. It is estimated that it cost the United 
States to date over $60,000,000,000 and the nations engaged 
in it over three hundred and thirty-eight billions. Nothing 
truer was ever said than the words of Washington in his 
Farewell Address that America should avoid entangling alli
ances. America should adopt as an unalterable policy that 
it shall never again engage in war upon a foreign soil; that 
our soldier boys, if fight thElY must, shall spill their lifeblood 
only on American soil in the defense of America and the lib
erties of our democracy which have made us a great Nation. 

We are being importuned again to go to the relief of some 
of these same nations . as the war clouds gather over them. 
If we yield to the call, it will only mean one thing should 
war break over Europe, and that will be that we will be 
thrown again · into the maelstrom of a war-mad world with 
all our resources and our American youth. With a $40,000,-
000,000 debt .to start with, we coulj, not :finance another 
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world conflict. We will be bled white and our own democ
racy may be destroyed. American blood will again run on 
foreign soil. Thousands, and perhaps millions, more of the 
little white crosses pointing heavenward will be added to 
those now standing in the poppy fields on distant shores
saying to the world they, our boys, made the supreme sacri
fice; here they lie to 

Sleep the sleep that knows no breaking 
Morn of toil or night of waking. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. AUGUST H. 
ANDRESEN]. 

NEUTRALITY LEGISLATION 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, an analysis 
of the large volume of propaganda coming to my desk dur
iiig the past week in behalf of the so-called Bloom neutrality 
bill, sponsored by President Roosevelt, definitely discloses the 
desperate attempt now being made to involve our country in 
future foreign entanglements. Pressure for the passage of 
this nonneutral legislation comes from our New Deal inter
n'ationalists, who have lately been patted on the back by 
certain royal figureheads of great European countries pri
marily interested, by social cajoling, of having the United 
Slates provide men, money, and supplies for them in the 
event of another foreign war. 

Personally, and as a Representative in Congress from a 
great State, vividly recalling the false propaganda which 
led our country into the last foreign war, I am extremely 
suspicious of the pressure for the passage of the so-called 
Bloom bill. This legislation, as now written, does not intend 
to maintain a neutral position for our country. The provi
sions of the bill give the President additional discretionary 
p~wers in respect to our foreign policy. I am convinced that 
i~ this type of unneutral legislation is enacted into law, the 
first open hostilities between European powers will force our 
country from its traditional neutral position and into an
o~her foreign war. I am not for this type of neutrality. 

I shall always support legislation and appropriations to 
provide for the most perfect system of national defense. I 
favor fully carrying out the principles of the Monroe Doc
trine in the preservation of the integrity of this country and 
the Western Hemisphere. But I will not support any bill 
which, by the delegation of great discretionary powers to the 
President, may involve us in foreign entanglements and the 
possibilities of another foreign war. I am for real neu
trality for the United States and shall, therefore, cast my 
vote against the Bloom bill · now before the House. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MicHENER]. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, the very extensive and 
interesting debate on this resolution has made clear that

First. Every Member of this body is opposed to war. 
Second. Every one of us believes thoroughly in a national 

defense that is adequate to protect the Western Hemisphere 
against all foreign aggression. 

. Third. Th:s Congress will never vote to send our boys to do 
battle on foJeign soil outside the Western Hemisphere. 

Fourth. We want to avoid foreign alliances and entan
glements. 

Fifth. We want to be neutral in all foreign wars. 
Sixth. The arms embargo is the vital part of the present 

neutrality law. 
The Bloom resolution is entitled "The Neutrality Act of 

1939," the purpose of which is presumed to be to keep the 
United States neutral if and when, other nations are engaged 
in war. Just what does "neutrality" mean? Webster's Dic
tionary answers: 

Neutrality, specifically in international law; the condition of a 
state which refrains from taking part, directly or indirectly, in any 
war between powers. 

No one wants to get into war, and we are all groping for a 
formula that will keep us out of war. There is an honest dif
ference of opinion as to the best route to pursue. No law can 
guarantee against war, but a genuine neutrality act will be 

helpful. The question for us to decide here is as to whether 
the neutrality law now in force or the Bloom resolution will be 
most likely to help right now. Let me repeat for emphasis 
that neutrality is "the condition of a state which refrains 
from taking part, directly or indirectly, in any war between 
powers." I emphasize the words "directly or indirectly." 

The major purpose of the Bloom resolution which is before 
us is to: 

(a) Remove all restrictions on the sale of arms and war 
materials. 

<b) Prohibit travel by American citizens in "combat areas" 
designated by the President. 

lc) Prohibit American vessels from entering "combat 
areas." 

(d) Ban loans and credits to belligerent nations. 
(e) Require the transfer of title to foreign ownership of 

goods shipped to belligerents. 
(f) Regulate the solicitation and collection of funds for 

belligerents. 
· (g) Continue the National Munitions Control Board with 

its licensing system for arms exports. 
(h) Continue the restrictions on the use of our ports by 

submarine and armed merchant vessels. 
With present embargo restrictions removed, and the Presi

dent given the discretion asked for, he will be empowered to 
so shape the policy of this country up to the time he asks 
Congress for a declaration of war that it will be almost im
possible for Congress to deny his request. It seems unthink
able that such vast discretionary power should be given to 
any individual under our democratic form of government. 
Remember that under the Bloom resolution the President, 
after making a neutrality proclamation, can authorize the 
sale of arms on ordinary commercial credit to one side and 
deny such sales to the other side; he can permit our vessels to 
enter the ports of one belligerent loaded with needed supplies, 
while barring our vessels from the ports of another belliger
ent; he can prevent a foreign vessel carrying arms from leaving 
our ports by requiring a prohibitive bond whenever he suspects 
that the shipment will be transferred to a tender belonging to 
a belligerent but "the evidence is not deemed sufficient to 
justify forbidding the departure of the vessel," while per
mitting exactly the same sort of a shipment to proceed to 
another belligerent. Permitting the President to name the 

. aggressor nations will not make for peace. 
With all the propaganda agencies of the administration at 

his disposal, it will not be difficult to sell a foreign war to 
the people. With Government-regulated radio and with 
prejudiced columnists, there will be no end to the propa
ganda. The propaganda of the peace groups will be as a drop 

. in the bucket. There is no question but that an overwhelming 
percentage of our people today favor the policies of the so
called democracies in Europe as against the dictator nations, 
yet it is none of our business what kind of government they 
have in Europe. Let them settle their own quarrels, but they 
must not come over here. The present neutrality law con
templates an embargo when any foreign war develops . 
Through a technicality the President has escaped making 
this embargo effective in the Far East, thereby favoring 
Japan. If the American people had a vote on whether or not 
we would help China or Japan in the present war, there would 
not be enough Japanese votes to count. This is a striking 
example of discretion lodged in the President. However, if 
we want to be neutral, we cannot change that law at this 
time .. For my part, I am utterly opposed to giving the Presi
dent any more discretion, and there is no question but that 
our people want the Congress to take back some of the power 
already given to the Executive, rather than to give him 
further authority. 

We all know that Europe is sitting on a powder keg at this 
moment. If war does come, and the President so proclaims, 
immediately all shipments of arms, munitions, and imple
ments of war from this country to the warring nations will 
cease. In the opinion of those who believe in the present 
neutrality law, this is as it should be. The President and the 
Department of State think otherwise. The primary purpose 



1939 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 826l 
of this Bloom resolution is to repeal the present law, thereby 
giving to certain warring nations an advantage over others. 
This is the President's policy. If this is the intent, then the 
title is a misnomer. It should be "the Unneutral Act of 1939." 

Representatives of the Department of State, when appear
ing before the committee at the hearings, were asked whether 
there was any change in the international situation which 
should cause Congress to repeal the provision for an arins 
embargo at this time, and the committee was told that Hitler's 
taking over of 27 munitions plants in Austria and the Skoda 
works and 11 other plants in Czechoslovakia justified the 
change; that is, Germany and Italy now have more munitions 
factories than France and Great Britain, so it is the purpose 
of the Bloom resolution to change the law so that United 
States munitions factories will be available to Great Britain 
and France in case there is a war in Europe. This would 
favor the democracies, not only indirectly but directly. On 
the other hand, it would militate against Germany and 
Italy. Do not forget that France and Great Britain control 
the seas. I cannot think of a more unneutral act than for 
the Congress to knowingly and intentionally modify existing 
law for the express purpose of making the United States a 
supplemental arsenal for any particular nation in time of 
war. 

Neutrality laws must be enacted before the game starts. 
The game is on in Europe and any legislation changing the 
rules at this time is bound to be unneutral, if not actually 
hostile, to one side. 

If the a~ministration were not so bold in stating the spe
cific reasons for this demanded change in law, I would be 
prompted to ask whether this Bloom resolution is intended 
to be a promise to the democracies, a threat to the totali
tarian nations, or just a blufi to the world. 

Much is implied in that word "promise." If the Congress, 
by the removal of this embargo, leads France and Great 
Britain to believe that we are to become their ally in the 
production of war supplies in the eventuality of war, then in 
good morals we must fulfill the promise. We must at least 
be a silent partner in the war. Great Britain has cash enough 
to pay for munitions from this country for a time, but it 
would not be long before her cash supply would be exhausted, 
exactly the same as was the case in the World War. The 
next step in the partnership would be for our allies to ask 
this country for credit, the money to be spent in the United 
States, as was done in the World War. In the meantime our 
munitions factories would be expanded, our whole economy 
would be changed, and we would be enjoying that which for 
the moment seemed like economic prosperity. However, we 
would be paying for that prosperity with the money we loaned 
the allies. In the end we would be "holding the bag," just 
as we were after the World War. We would have gone so far 
that it would be very difficult to cease; because if we did, first, 
we would be breaking our implied promise and pledge and 
deserting our allies. Second, we would be upsetting our whole 
local employment and economic situation. Do not tell me 
that this would be neutrality and for the best interests of 
our country. 

It is admitted that this resolution is intended as a threat 
to Germany and Italy. Do not tell me that a threat of this 
type is neutral and will keep us out of war. 

There are none among us who will contend that the Presi
dent's purpose in seeking to strike ·out the embargo on ex
portation of arms is that of a passively neutral party. Grant
ing all good motives to the President, and not charging for an 
instant that he wants to get this country into war, it seems 
to me that it would be rather difficult to find a quicker way 
to · get into war than to have the Congress of the United 
States pass the Bloom resolution and announce in this fashion 
that we are to become · the ally and economic partner of 
certain powers in a prospective and, it seems, imminent 
European war. 

This country wants no more economic stakes in the vic
tory of either side in any foreign war, or, I might add, in 
the continuation of a war, even ·though it were temporarily 
economically profitable to this country. Our people prefer 

peace to war profits. They do not want to contribute in any 
way to any war anywhere. 

I have received many communications in regard to this 
legislation. In substance, these communications urge: 

(1) An embargo on the Sale of arms to belligerents; 
(2) Prohibition on American ships carrying any materials to 

belligerent nations; 
(3) Prohibition of American citizens to travel in war areas; 
(4) Determination by Congress as well as the President as to 

when the law should be invoked. 

The Bloom resolution eliminates these safeguards from 
the present law. That is its purpose. The people of the coun
try know that this is not intended to be a neutral bill. 

Mr. Chairman, let us not be misled by propaganda that 
the impending war in Europe is a conflict between the doc
trines of the democracy as against that of the dictatorship. 
There is nothing further from the truth. If these nations 
go to war-as now seems likely-form or type of govern
ment will not be the issue. These nations will fight for terri
tory, colonies, boundary lines, raw materials, trade, and, 
last but not least, power. Our boys went to Europe once to 
make the world safe for democracy, and we know now that 
was not the issue at all. It does seem that we should have 
learned our lesson. We contributed our blood and treasure 
for what we thought was a Wilsonian ideal. We were all 
sincere, but we know now that it was just another Euro
pean war. We changed our entire economy. We piled up 
billions of dollars of indebtedness. We sacrificed of the 
:flower of our young manhood, and because of that World 
War we are even yet passing through the valley of one of the 
greatest depressions of all time. Our people are opposed to 
embarking upon any policy where there is even a remote 
possibility of repeating our experiences of the World War. 

Of course we have a preference as to the various forms of 
government obtaining throughout the world, yet we are not 
the keeper of the world; we are not the policeman of the 
world. We have enough to do to attend to our own business, 
make this a better land in which to live, and influence by 
example rather than by attempted force. Let us quit fussing 
around in Europe and put our own house in order. For hun
dreds of years these European territorial and r,oundary line 
disputes have raged, and there is no indication that the end 
is near. Why should we be drawn in? If the pending war 
develops, it will be but a quarrel over the spoils of the last 
war. Everybody knows now that the Treaty of Versailles 
was punitive and Hitler gets some sympathy for the German 
people in his effort to reclaim the colonies and possessions 
taken away by that treaty. President Wilson was an idealist. 
He thought that the ways of Europe could be changed. Now 
we all realize the sad truth. We paid a terrible price for 
this knowledge. We should remember the admonition of 
Washington who, in his Farewell Address, said: 

Europe has a set of primary interests which to us have none, 
or a very remote relation. Hence, she must be engaged in fre
quent controversies, the causes of which are essentially foreign to 
our concerns. 

Why forego the advantages of so peculiar a situation? Why quit 
our own to stand upon foreign ground? Why, by interweaving 
our destiny with that of any part of Europe, entangle our pea~ 
and prosperity in the toils of European ambition, rivalship, interest, 
humor, or caprice? 

While the Bloom resolution completely repeals all embargo 
law, yesterday the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. VoRYS], a mem
ber of the committee handling this resolution, gave notice 
that he would offer an amendment inserting an embargo on 
arms and ammunition. As explained by the gentleman from 
Ohio, this embargo would cover only "lethal" weapons; that 
is, anything that is designed solely for use in offense and 
defense in war, and would not cover any other articles or 
materials, even though they could be changed into arms and 
ammunition by a belligerent, or used both for peace and war. 

This amendment limits the embargo, but I prefer the pres
ent law. To me this so-called modified embargo will be 
ineffective, is intended as a palliative to mollify our citizens 
who demand an effective embargo. It is form and not sub
stance. 
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I think the gentleman from New York [Mr. BARTON], in his 

argument yesterday favoring this Vorys amendment, spoke as 
a realist when he said: 

Now we are speaking frankly, and I think honestly there is not 
the same general objection to the purchase by foreigners of our 
airplanes, trucks, automobiles, petroleum, cotton, or even scrap 
iron, though it is recognized that these are essential to the suc
cessful conduct of war. These are not primarily lethal weapons. 
An embargo limited to lethal weapons might well satisfy the desires 
of those of our fellow citizens to whom the embargo idea has 
become a symbol and a hope. On the other hand, the foreign na
tions which may find themselves attacked are not short of lethal 
weapons. They have already dislocated their economy to erect 
vast plants for the making of guns and ammunition. What they 
need are the other materials and products that we have in abun
dance. 

If a compromise is possible on the middle ground of a modified 
embargo, it would surely represent a consummation devoutly to be 
hoped for. It would comfort our own people. 

· The gentleman from New York does not beat about the 
bush at all. He makes -it clear that it is his view that there 
should be no embargo at all-that is the administration's 
view-yet he recognizes the fact that the American people 
feel otherwise, and he wants to placate them with the thought 
that their symbol and hope is contained in this unneutral 
bill. He also makes it clear that the Vorys amendment will 
enure to the benefit of France, Great Britain, and Russia, the 
so-called democracies, if the contemplated European alliances 
are effected. 

The more experience we have with present neutrality law, 
the more we are convinced of its impotency so far as guar
anteeing against war is concerned. We got along pretty 
well under international law and if the time ever comes when 
a change can be made, without taking sides for or against 
some particular nation and thereby getting us into war, I be
lieve the American people will carefully consider returning 
to international law where the President exercises his con
stitutional powers only, and the Congress enacts legislation 
to meet any emergency. No neutrality law is preferable to 
the Bloom resolution. 

In conclusion, I repeat that you cannot change .the rules 
of the game when the game is on and not be partial. The 
game is on in Europe and in China. Japan is at China's 
throat. The totalitarian nations and the so-called de
mocracies in Europe are ready to shoot. Soldiers are march
ing. Armies are mobilized. The plans of battle have been 
formulated. The world awaits in fear. This is no time for 
loose talk, much less for spectacular legislative action. If 
there was ever a time in our history when we should proceed 
with caution it .is now. To substitute the discretion of the 
President for the judgment of Congress in these matters is 
unwise. It matters not how well intended, the Bloom resolu
tion leads toward war and not toward peace. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. JoNES]. 

Mr. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, the power of the 
National Government to control foreign relations of the 
United States is both complete and exclusive. 

The complete control is shared by the three branches of 
ihe National Government: 

First. Congress, the legislative. 
Second. The President, the Executive, and sometimes he 

shares with Senate. 
Third. The Supreme Court. 
The clauses of the Constitution which give Congress its 

share are: · 
Article I, section 8 : 
The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes duties 

imposts, and excises, to pay the debts, and provide for the ~ommoti 
defense and general welfare of the United States • • • to 
regulate commerce with foreign nations; • • • to establish 
a uniform rule of naturalization; * * • to define and punish 
piracies and felonies committed on the high seas and offenses 
against the law of nations; to declare war, grant letters of marque 
and reprisal, and makes rules concerning captures on land and 
water; to raise and support armies, but no appropriation of money 
to that use shall be for a longer time than 2 years; to provide 

and maintain a navy: • • • to make all laws which shall be 
necessary and proper for carrying into execution the foregoing 
powers, and all other powers vested by this Constitution in the 
Government of the United States, or in any department or officer 
thereof. 

Sections 1, 2, and 3 of article II describe the share of the 
President alone, and with the Senate, respectively: 

The executive power shall be vested in a President of the United 
States of America • • •. The President shall be Commander 
in Chief of the Army and Navy of the United States, and of the 
militia of the several States when called into the actual service 
of the United States; * * * he shall have power, by and with 
the adyice and consent of the Senate, to make treaties, provided 
two-thirds of th:e Senators present concur; and he shall nominate, 
and, by and Wlth the advice and consent of the Senate, shall 
appoint ambassadors, other public ministers and consuls * * •. 
The Presid~nt shall have power to fill all vacancies that may 
happen durmg the recess of the Senate, by granting commissions 
which shall expire at the end of their next session • • •. He 
shall receive ambassadors and ·other public ministers; he shall 
take care that the laws be faithfully executed; and he shall com
mission all the officers of the United States. 

Article VI, paragraph 2, of the Constitution describes the 
share of the Supreme Court: 

This Constitution, and the laws of the United States which shall 
be made in pursuance thereof, and all treaties made, or which 
shall be made, under the author-ity of the United States, shall be 
the supreme law of the land; and the judges in every State shall 
be bound thereby, anything in the Constitution or laws of any 
State to the contrary notwithstanding. 

In our 150 years of constitutional government, Presidents, 
Congresses, Senates, and the public have combed them for 
more guidance to answer these questions: 

First. Congress may declare war. 
. Second. The President and the Senate may make peace 

by treaty. 
Third. The Constitution does not mention: 
(a) Neutrality. 
(b) Abolition or repeal of a treaty. 
<c> The recognition of new governments and international 

agreements short of treaties. 
In the past 150 years Congress, the President, and the 

Senate have crowded upon the reputed prerogative of the 
other by virtue of these same provisions. Remembering 
that Congress may declare war upon, and the President 
and Senate may make treaties with, foreign powers, sup
pose a treaty is consummated which provides for war when 
certain incidents happen. Is Congress constitutionally ob
ligated to declare war? To appropriate money to carry on 
the war? 

The famous Jay Treaty furnished a battleground for the 
fathers of our Constitution to determine these questions. 
The office of the President emerged the victor while our 
first President, George Washington, held that esteemed 
position. . 

In 1793 war broke out between France and England. The 
brilliant Washington, eminent statesman, successful Exec
utive, astute scholar, capable general, the Father of his 
Country, ex-surveyor, soldier, author, beloved character, 
already belonging to the ages, undaunted by insurmountable 
tasks with the young Republic, the idol of his fellow men, 
must have possessed a deep feeling of gratitude for the 
assistance of his friend, General Lafayette, of France. He 
surely could yet feel the hot breath of the tyrant King 
of Britain at the point of his defending sword. His heart 
surely beat in sympathy to the fallen dead in the battles of 
the Revolution that set his countrymen free. He surely yet 
had dammed up inside his magnanimous heart the pity, the 
compassion for the men who left their bloody footprints at 
Valley Forge, because a tyrant stalked upon our shores. 

He must liave sensed the stirring hearts of grateful free
men anxious to pay their debt of gratitude to their bene
factor, France. He must have felt the ties of love that 
existed between his countrymen and France. 

He loved Lafayette and France none the less because he 
loved his countrY,mei?- more. With the price of liberty, the 
happy hearts of freemen in a great republic seared deep in 
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his soul, he issued the first neutrality proclamation of these 
United States of America: 

ENJOINING NEUTRALITY AS TO W AB AGAINST FRANCE 

BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA-A PROCLAMATION" 

Whereas it appears that a state of war exists between Austria, 
Prussia, Sardinia, Great Britain, and the United Netherlands of 
the one part, and France on the other, and the duty and interest 
of the United States require that they should with sincerity and 
good faith adopt and pursue a conduct friendly and impartial 

, toward the belligerent powers: 
I have therefore thought fit, by these presents, to declare the 

disposition of the United States to observe the conduct aforesaid 
towards those powers respectively; and to exhort and warn the 
citizens of the United States carefully to avoid all acts and pro
ceedings whatsoever, which may in any manner tend to contravene 
such disposition. 

The language of the Constitution: "The executive powers 
shall be vested in the President of the United States of 
America" is entirely different. phraseology from: "All legis
lative powers herein granted" that limit the powers of Con
gress to specified powers and the phraseology that the powers 
and functions of the judiciary "shall extend to" certain 
enumerated cases. 

"Executive power" though clearly stated is vague and has 
been subject to constitutional interpretation. 

The interpretation of these enumerated powers is fre
quently such as to give the President an extraordinary and 
practically undefined range of authority. 

The exact limits of the Presidential power in time of war 
is entirely different than his power in time of peace. 

Neutrality legislation addresses itself to conduct of thi& 
Nation in time of our national peace. From the point of 
view of a peaceable nation, I will discuss the President's. 
powers in reference to negotiations with foreign countries. 

And I do hereby also make known that whosoever of the citizens 
of the United States shall render himself liable to punishment 1 

or forfeiture under the law of nations, by committing, aiding, or 
abetting hostilities against any of the said powers, or by carrymg 
to any of them those articles which are deemed contraband by 
the modern usage of nations, will not receive the protection of 
the United States against such punishment or forfeiture; and 
further, that I have given instructions to those officers, to whom 

The function of managing the foreign relations may be 
1 

classified into two distinct branches: 
it belongs, to cause prosecutions to be instituted against all 
persons who shall, within the cognizance of the courts of the 
united States, violate the law of nations, With respect to the 
powers at war, or any of them. 

In testimony whereof, I have caused the seal of the United 
States of America to be affixed to these presents, and signed the 
same With my hand. Done at the city of Philadelphia, the 22d 
day of April, 1793, and of the independence of the United States 
of America the seventeenth. 

G. WASHINGTON. 
By the President: 

THOMAS JEFFERSON. 

One cannot read that proclamation without there stirring 
in his breast a pride that George Washington never needed 
to mention the word "neutrality." The observance of the 
rules laid down in these few short phrases commanded con
duct of the American people so that we avoided that war. 

I want this Congress to bear in mind that the first neu
trality proclamation was issued by the President under his 
constitutional authority after a war had broken out between 
France, England, and several European countries, and the 
proclamation was addressed to particular belligerents and 
the condition of war as it existed at that time. 

When the chairman of the committee took the floor after 
the speech of the ranking Member of the minority side, he 
incorporated in the REcORD the neutrality proclamation of 
George Washington, and claimed that this bill would give a 
parallel result. This bill gives wide and extra constitutional 
powers to the President, and the people of the United States 
are already afraid of the bias and the prejudice of the pres
ent holder of that office. They have listened to the state
ments of this President. 

The people have listened to the address of the President 
before the Seventy-sixth Congress on January 4 where he 
virtually invited us to join a holy war. Laying side by side 
the proclamation of neutrality of George Washington, issued 
in his constitutional capacity as the exclusive agent of our 
Government in speaking with foreign countries, the people 
do not feel that this President bears the armor of peace in 
his soul. 

·I ask the Members of the House to read the discussions of 
Alexander Hamilton, under the pseudonym "Pacificus," con
tributed to the Gazette of the United. States in the first ar
ticle dated June 29, 1793, where Hamilton discusses the con
stitutional questions fortifying President Washington's posi
tion that he had constitutional power to issue a neutrality 
proclamation. 

Hamilton contended: 
First. That the conduct of the foreign relations of a state 

is an executive function and, except where the Constitution 
provides, otherwise, belongs to the President upon whom the 
Constitution bestows the executive power; and 

Second. That power granted by the Constitution to Con
gress to declare war does not diminish the discretion of the 
President in the exercise of powers constitutionally belonging 
to him. 

First. The power of intercourse, intercommunication, and 
I negotiation. 

Second. The power of entering into formal or binding inter
national compacts. 

The second power is shared by the President with the Sen
ate, but the former belongs exclusively to the President. 

John Marshall, in the House of Representatives on March 
1 7, 1800, stated: 

The President is the sole organ of the Nation in its external 
relations and its sole representative with foreign nations. 

At this time I want to call your attention to the status of 
the Department of State, which has be.en recognized as a 
depaxtment more directly subject to the control of the Presi
dent than any other department. The act creating the De
partment of State in 1789 was an exception to the acts creat
ing other departments of Government. From the beginning 
the Senate has never assumed the right to direct· or control 
it, except as to clearly define statutory matters not connected 
with the conduct of our foreign relations. 

I note in the Fifty-ninth Congress, first session, page 1420, 
that Senator John C. Spooner made this-observation in regard 
to addressing communications to the State Department: 

We direct requests to the real head of that department, the 
President of the United States and as a matter of courtesy we add 
the qualif.ying words "if in his judgment not incompatible with 
the public interest." 

In the light of this observation let us see what control the 
President exerciSes over our foreign relations. 

The President possesses the whole power of initiating and 
formulating the foreign policy of the Government. 

We have seen the President exercising that power freely, 
and defying us to give us any information as to what his 
foreign policy is. The President, through the State Depart
ment, has the exclusive channel of communication between 
this country and foreign nations, and when he chooses to give 
us any information, then only can we get it. The agents of 
countries rely upon his word and rely upon Congress to back 
up its agent. 

Ex-President Taft, on diplomatic correspondence, has said: 
He--

The President-
is bound in such correspondence to discuss the proper construc
tion of treaties. He must formulate the foreign policy of our Gov
ernment. He must state our attitude upon questions constantly 
arising. While strictly he may not bind our Government as a 
treaty would bind it, to a definition of its rights, still in future 
discussions · foreign secretaries of other countries are wont to look 
for support of their contentions to t~e declarations and admis
sions of our Secretaries of State in other controversies as in a 
sense binding upon us. There is thus muc)l. practical framing 
of our foreign policies in the executive conduct o! our foreign 
relations. 

Students of government who know of these constitu-· 
tional powers of the President are gravely concerned about 
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the effect of any commitments given by this President of the 
United States, because during the administration of this 
President, Congress has been subservient to the will of the 
President and should he make a commitment to any combi
nation of nations in Europe or Asia, whether wise or unwise, 
the people of America are afraid of an appeal to uphold the 
hands of a President who has made a mistake, who has 
submitted to pressure, who has submitted to his own personal 
beliefs to back up those beliefs with our men, with our 
money, with our homes, with our savings, and With our blood. 
There has been considerable discussion as to the real motive 
of the King and Queen of Great Britain visiting our shores. 
There has also been negotiations between Great Britain and 
Russia which have embodied mutual commitments of pro
tection. 
· The people of America do not want the President to com·
mit us to any combination of foreign powers who by treaties 
and pacts duly consummated among themselves, may bind 
us by their conduct and alliance, and, if I might go so far 
as to say, political intrigue on the happening of a certain 
event that they have provided for, that we should go to war. 

President Wilson contended: 
The initiative in foreign affairs, which the President possesses 

without any restriction whatever, is virtually the power to control 
them absolutely .- The President cannot conclude a treaty with a 
foreign power without the consent of . the Senate, but he may 
gui~e ·every step of diplomacy, and to guide diplozp.acy ~s to de
termine what treaties must be made, if the faith and prestige .of 
the Government are to be maintained. He need disclose no step 
of negotiation until it is complete, and when in any critical matter 
it is completed .the Government is virtually committed. Whatever 
its disinclination, the -Senate may feel itself committed also. -

The cases of Foster v. Neilson (2 Pet. 253), decided in 1829, 
and Williams v. Suffolk <13 Pet. 415). decided in 1839, have 
definitely upheld this power of the President and there can 
be no question as to the President's right and power under 
ordinary circumstances to initiate and formulate such for
eign policies as he may deem proper, and virtually commit 
Congress and the country to their execution. 

Policies leading to disturb relations with foreign countries 
and even endangering the peace and safety of the country 
have been adopted at the will of the Executive. 

It is no wonder that the people of the country are crying 
out for a voice in determining the conduct of their foreign 
affairs. It is no wonder the people of the country have risen 
up and demanded that their representatives address them
selves to neutrality, and it is all the more conspicuous how 
ineffective the bill under consideration is to give the people 
any assurance that their relations with foreign countries will 
be the relations directed by themselves or dictated by one 
person, the Chief Executive. 

In the last 10 years there have been rumors that at Lon
don a full year before our declaration of war, President 
Wilson committed us to assist the Allies in the World War. 
I say committed us, because with it he committed over 350,-
000 boys of America to slaughter, he committed $25,729,000,-
000, the cost of the war up until June 30, 1921, of hard
earned American money from the rank and file of the people, 
representing their savings over a period of years, and he 
committed thousands of the finest young men in the coun
try to maimed and broken bodies, crushed hearts, and nerv
ous wrecks. The boys themselves that fought in that great 
conflict, if they knew where to strike at neutrality would 
want to muzzle any Chief Executive of either party from 
making such a commitment without any control, direction, 
and guidance of the people, who give their sons and daugh
ters, their wealth, their homes, and their lives for ·some 
imagined ideology of a President. And here is the gravamen 
of the really popular demand of the people. The striking 
resentment of the public against one-man commitments have 
been ringing to high heaven long before there was a putsch 
in Germany and a march on Rome, and this administration 
instead of answering that call with a constitutional cUrb upon 
the President, yes, even a chance for the people to vote upon 
a constitutional amendment that would give them the right 
to commit themselves to the President before he commits 

himself to any foreign country has never been brought for
ward by this administration. 

As early as 1826, when President Adams was about to send 
representatives to the Panama Congress, Senators Hay, 
Woodbury, White, Van Buren, and Benton opposed the 
United States sending members to such congress, because 
they thought it was to be a congress of belligerents that by 
our very taking part would compromise the neutrality of 
the United States, would involve us in "entangling alli
ances," and incur the risk of war with Spain. 

Van Buren-later President-said: 
It · is, then, the design of the Executive to enter into an agree

ment at the congress that if the powers of Europe make common 
cause with Spain, or otherwise attempt the subjugation of Span
ish America, we shall unite with the latter and contribute our 
proportion to the means necessary to make the resistance 
effectual. 

Van Buren observed further that this was-
a measure by which the peace of the country is to be exposed to 
a contingency beyond the control of our government • • • 
we shall bind ourselves, in a certain event, to pursue a certain 
course, whatever those to whom the Government of the country 
may have been committed, shall think the honor or interest of 
the country may require. 

In the House of Representatives President Adams' par
ticipation in the Panama Congress was equally opposed by 
some Members .. 

The resolution of Congress to · instruct the ministers 
through the influence of Webster was eventually voted down. 
Congress yielded, because it was convinced, · as summed· up 
PY .senator Johnson, of Louisiana: . 

There is nothing peculiar in the present case. The President 
has at all times the power to commit the peace of the country 
and i.nvo~ve us in hostilities, as far as he has power in this case. 
T? hiD?- IS confided all intercourse with foreign nations. To his 
discretiOn and responsibility is entrusted all our delicate and 
difficult relations; all negotiations· and all treaties are conducted 
and brought to issue by him. 

Even the opponents of President Adams, among whom was 
the illustrious Van Buren, later to become President of 
these United States, admitted· that no matter what action 
the Senate or Congress might take, President Adams could . 
still constitutionally provide for such a mission on his own 
authority. 

The Panama mission of 1826, with all the reputed dangers 
attributed to it, is of little importance here, except to illus
trate that the President alone has the power to decide upon 
a certain diplomatic policy such as this mission presented 
and it was likewise within his exclusive power to determin~ 
whether or not its consequences might involve the peace 
and safety of this country. 

This power of the ·President has been demonstrated in 
actual practice again and again. During a period of about 
25 years-1823 to 1849-the Cuban policy of the Executive 
was consistently friendly to Spain and a guaranty of Spanish 
sovereignty; after the Mexipan War that was changed to a 
policy whose chie-f end was the acquisition of Cuba by the 
United States, and in the development of which American 
diplomacy has been characterized as aggressive and intol
erant; while during the · period after the Civil War it was 
again changed to a policy of commercial and humanitarian 
interest, culminating finally in actual intervention and war. 

President Grant's handling of the Virginius incident in 
1873, President Cleveland's of the Venezuelan affair of 1895, 
and President Wilson's of the Mexican situation throughout 
the entire course of his administration illustrate the power 
of the President both to bring on and to avert diplomatic 
crises. ·Mention need only be made of such events as Wash
ington's neutrality policy, the Monroe Doctrine, the annexa
tion of Texas, the Mexican War, the Alabama claims set
tlement, the acquisition of the Panama Canal, the "big 
stick" doctrine, our entrance into the war with Germany
all these and many more must be set down to the credit of 
Executive leadership· in the field of foreign relations. 

I say without fear of contradiction that the Pr~sident, 
through his exclusive control of diplomatic intercourse, holds 
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in his keeping the peace and safety of the United states, 
that he may initiate diplomatic policies, conduct diplomatic 
relations in such a manner as to force this country into war 
without any possibility of hindrance from Congress or the 
Senate. It has been suggested by some newspaper circles, 
and denied by the President, that the President invited a 
participation on the high seas at a conference between the 
United States and Italy, Germany, and other European 
powers. 

The people of America fear the President of the United 
States and his bid for consultation and influence in the 
power politics of Europe, and the President of the United 
States surely knows that they fear it. And this Congress 
surely does not want the people of America to again be 
committed by one man to a course of conduct concerning 
nations and people with whom we have no direct national 
quarrel. 

And I submit that whether you pass the neutrality legis
lation or not, if the President wants to meet upon the high 
seas with Hitler, Mussolini, Chamberlain, or Daladier, or 
Kaiser Wilhelm, that this Neutrality Act will never st'Op 
him, and it is needless to say that he can commit us . to 
war and this Neutrality Act will be of as little value as , a 
bucket brigade in the Chicago fire. 

Let me can to your attention a second phase of the 
President's control over foreign relations. Has anyone ever 
disputed his power to recognize the belligerency or inde
pendence of new states and governments? Has anyone 
questioned his right to refuse to recognize Czechoslovakia 
and his right to protect the Czechoslovakian Embassy in 
the city of Washington against the orders of the German 
Government? 

This power, though not expressly granted by the Consti
tution, is implied from the generai power to enter into 
diplomatic relations .with foreign countries through the 
making of treaties, the exchange of accredited envoys. 
The power is not conferred on any one department, but is 
n<>w generally conceded as belonging to the Executive. 

In practice in 150 years of the history of our constitu- 1 

tiona! Government, recognition has alway.s been extended 
as the exclusive act of the President. New s:tates come 
into existence often by revolution from an existing state. 
Recognition is a normal .act provided the new community 
has won its contest and successfully maintained its sepa
rate existence and independence, but recognition at a 
proper time and premature recognition are entirely two 
different things, and the President of the United States 
again can commit us to war and this neutrality legislation 
will not help one iota. 

Let us examine the record of the Presidents of the 
United States with reference to this power. 

In 1817 President Monroe, sympathetic with the aspira
tions of the South American provinces for recognition, 
feared possible complications with Spain and declined to 
recognize the new South American states . until he was 
satisfied that Spain would not resent the act with war. 

President Jackson was extremely cautious about arousing 
the hostility of Mexico through a premature recognition 
of Texas, and referred the Texas situation, in his message 
of December 21, 1836, to Congress. Let u.s see what he 
said about premature recognition at that time: 

At all times an act of great delicacy and responsibility, but 
more especially so when such state has forcibly separated from 
another of which it had formed an integr,al part and which stm 
claims dominion over it. A premature recognition under these 
circumstances, if not looked upon as a justifiable cause of war, 
1s always liable to be regarded as proof of an unfriendly splrit to 
one of the contending parties. 

He therefore announced that he considered it "with the 
spirit of the Constitution and most safe," that the power of 
recognition, when probably leading to war, should be exer
cised "with a previous understanding with that body by whom 
alone war can be declared, and by whom all provision for 
sustaining its perils must be furnished." 

The power of recognition belongs to the President, and I 
am sure I need call your attention to no further cases to 

show how easily that power may involve us into serious com
plications with foreign nation.s, and in such cases should be 
exercised with due regard to that branch of the Government 
whose power it is to declare war. 

Because Congress has the power to declare war, the salient 
feature of this bill is that it commits Congress ahead of time 
to give the President the sole power to determine our future 
course of conduct with foreign nations and virtually destroys 
the constitutional power to deliberate in the greatest delib
erative body of the world, the grave consequences and the 
grave necessity of declaring or not declaring war against a 
foreign country in the future. 

The President has power to receive and send accredited en
voys and he also derives the power to withdraw the diplo
matic representatives at his pleasure, or dismiss representa
tives of foreign powers, and thus sever all relations with 
the particular country . . 

Is there anything in this biU that will stop a President 'Of 
the United States, who is intent upon placing his bid in 
power politics in foreign alliances from exercising this power 
in such a way as to produce an immediate incident with 
foreign nations? . 

The President has publicly spoken that he would use 
methods short of war. In the time aUotted to me I have not 
been able to discuss the exclusive powers of the President 
that are short of war commonly known as powers in the 
twilight zone. 

The people of America fear that as long as Congress is 
subservient to the will of one man, that those of u.s who 
might honestly oppose the commitments of this President 
would be subjected to the indignity of being calleq copper
heads, reactionaries, partisans against the President. The 
people of America are afraid that the debate will turn upon 
the same battleground as the reorganization bill presented 
with party stalwarts taking the floor calling for the mem
bers of the majority party to read the story of Lorna Doone, 
and to aim their guns lower. 

The people of the United States do not want one-man 
government. They do not want this President, or any other 
President, to have the power to commit us to war by his 
conduct of foreign relations. They do not want us com
mitted to power politics in Europe over the conference table. 
They resent open letters to foreign governments over affairs 
that have our personal sympathy and compassion, but are 
none of our national business. They resent notes of protest 
from our State Department that infer our personal bias, 
passions, and prejudices. They do not want the discretion 
of life and death of their children lodged in the ambitious 
hands of one man. They do not want a bill that will serve 
one side, sold to them as a neutrality bill. 

The people of America resent military flourishes that 
shadow totalitarian state receptions. 

The people of America want a man to fill the office of the 
President of the United States with the vision of a Wash
ington, and with the philosophy of a man content with the 
greatest honor which the world can bestow upon one of her 
children. 

I shall vote against this bili because it will not vouchsafe 
the people the relief they want-peace. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. RABAUTJ. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, in this present Congress on 
March 4, at a joint session in this room, we sat at a cere
mony in commemoration of the One Hundred and Fiftieth 
Anniversary of the Commencement of the First Congress of 
the United States under the Constitution. One of the 
speakers on that occasion was the Hunorable Charles Evans 
Hughes~ the Chief Justice of the United States, and I · quote 
from his speech on that day: 

The American people are eager and responsive. They listen .at
tentively to a vast multitude of appeals, and with this receptivity 
it 1s only upon their sound judgment that we can base our hope 
for a wise conservatism with continued progress and appropriate 
adaptation to new needs. 

we shall do well on this anniversary 1f the thought of the people 
is directed ~o the essentials of our democracy. Here in this body 
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.we find the living· exponents of the principle of representative gov
ernment--not government by direct mass action, but by repre
sentation which means leadership as well as responsiveness and 
accountability. 

And he goes on developing that thought, which time does 
not permit me to quote here, but finally he arrives at a sen
tence that makes a telling point in American progress-and 
I quote: 

And what the people really want they generally get. 

What have the people asked for? The universal demand 
by the fathers and mothers and the thinking folks of this 
Nation is for a neutrality bill. 

This bill before us has two bad features: One, section 
3, "Areas of Combat Operation." This section we are now 
told will be stricken from the bill. I wish to congratulate 
the committee on that decision. 

The second feature to which there is objection is the 
elimination of the embargo on arms and munitions. Some 
argument has been advanced that there is no logical differ
ence between the selling of such articles of highly explosive 
natures as machine guns, and so forth, and the selling of 
commodities such as wheat, cotton, and motorcars. There
fore, they say be prepared to forego the exporting of 
cotton, wheat, and so forth, or be logical and abandon the 
present policy regarding the sale of arms. 

One editorial has rightly referred to this reasoning as 
''dangerous nonsense." Arms and munitions by their very 
nature are highly specialized commodities, specifically and 
originally designed for the taking of human life and the 
destruction of properw. The fundamental difference, there
fore, of character between arms and other objects of trade 
has had ·a just recognition throughout the history of inter
national law, the distinction being absolute contraband and 
conditional contraband of war. 

As I have stated, the bill had two objectionable features: 
The naming of combat areas and the lifting of the arms 
embargo. The former has been eliminated by the com
mittee, and I intend to vote against the latter. I believe 
that such action is carrying out the mandate of the people 
and will help in keeping our Nation out of war and foreign 
entanglements. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield I minutes to the gentle
man from Wiscons~n [Mr. KEEFE]. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, there is a wave sweeping over 
this entire Nation which, rightly or wrongly, intelligently or 
unintelligently, demands of this Congress the enactment of a 
neutrality law that will keep this Nation out of war. [Ap
plause.] The mail which I have received in great volume 
since I have become a Member of Congress has refiected this 
sentiment in no uncertain terms. The men and women of 
America are demanding that we lay our cards on the table 
and tell the nations of the Old World that we are going to 
stay out of any foreign war. 

The pending neutrality legislation-the so-called Bloom 
bill-is, as I understand it, the administration's answer to 
the demand of the people of this Nation that we write legis
lation which will keep us out of war. Without emotion I 
want to endeavor to analyze this bill, section by section, for 
a few moments, as I find there is a tremendous amount of 
misinformation, not only in this House but throughout the 
length and breadth o.f the land, as manifested by the edito
rials which appear in the pamphlet submitted by the gentle
man who has acted as chairman of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee. 

Section 2, 4, and 5 of the present bill, with the deletion 
of section 3, as proposed by amendment, are the administra
tion's response to the demands of the people that the Con
gress write a neutrality law which will effectively keep us out . 
of war. Bear in mind that none of these sections become 
operative until a proclamation has been issued by the Presi
dent under the authority of section 1 of the act. This sec
tion is not mandatory in character but vests in the President 
great, broad, discretionary power. Before he is required to act 
and required to issue a . proclamation naming the countries 
at war he must make certain findings, and this bill reserves 

to him the discretion as to when he shall make those findings, 
if he makes them at all. 

First, he must find that a state of war actually exists be
tween certain foreign nations. Second, he must further find 
it is necessary to protect the security or preserve the peace 
of the United States or protect the lives of the citizens of the 
United States. Then, and only then, by the terms of this act 
is he required as a mandatory duty to issue a proclamation 
naming the states that are involved in this controversy. 
Remember that sections 2, 4, and 5 are under the very terms 
of this bill dependent upon the issuance of such a proclama
tion, and none of these sections become operative, not a single 
provision of this law, as a matter of fact, becomes operative, 
to affect and protect the neutral position of this Nation until 
the President in his discretion sees fit to issue such procla
mation. In the event of a general undeclared war in Europe, 
who can state with certainty when the President will make 
such findings, if at all, and issue the proclamation? Under 
the present law he has failed to publicly note the existence 
of a state of war that has been carried on for a long time 
between Japan and China. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 3 addi

tional minutes. 
Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, he has utterly failed to per

form this solemn duty imposed upon him by present law to 
find that a state of war exists, and as a result, despite the fact 
that every citizen of the world knows a war is continuing over 
there in China the President has seen fit, because of some 
purpose that he alone knows, to publicly refuse or fail to carry 
out the mandate of this Congress contained in the present 
law and proclaim the existence of a state of war and impose 
an embargo. - ' 

In considering the first section of this bill I ask, Who is there 
who can say in the event of the existence of a state of war 
between the nations in Europe the President will issue a proc
lamation that will set in force the provisions of the so-called 
neutrality act? Suppose he does see fit to issue a proclama
tion naming the nations involved in war, then what happens? 
There are a lot of people who have a mistaken idea as to what 
will happen. 

The next section provides what? They propose an amend
ment which says that no citizen of the United States shall 
sail upon a foreign ship except at his own risk and subject 
to such regulations as the President may again determine. 
In other words, the .people of this country demand that, in 
the event of a finding of war and the issuance of a proclama
tion, citizens of the United States stay off foreign ships 
and keep this country out of war. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to go through all the pro
visions of this act, but I cannot do it in just a few moments: 
May I take time at this point to call attention to just one 
thing. There is a bill pending before the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries which is the first cousin to 
this act. You enact the pending neutrality bill and you will 
be called upon to pass the bill now · pending before the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. What does 
that bill provide? It provides for the setting up of a revolving 
fund of $100,000,000 in the Treasury of the United States 
and creates a Bureau of War Risk Insurance which will per
mit the United States to insure the hulls and the bottoms of 
every foreign ship which will be called ·upon to carry the 
merchandise back to Europe that these foreign belligerents 
may order and pay for on the line and in which we have no 
interest. It further will permit this War Risk Insurance 
Board to insure the lives of American seamen and American 
bottoms carrying this contraband, if you please, to foreign 
nations,. contraband in which we have no interest and 
which will ·directly take us into war. I am opposed to it. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr .. Chairman, I Yi.eld 5 minutes to the gentle

man from lllinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, to you who would elimi
nate the arms-embargo provision from any bill in the hope 
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that it will keep us out of war, let me bring back the lesson 
of history of 20 or more years ago. 

This week we observed the twenty-fifth anniversary of 
the firing of the shot at Sarajevo. This week we observed 
the twentieth anniversary of the conclusion of the World 
War by the peace treaty at Versailles. Those echoes are 
resounding in this Chamber today. 

When that war came on Charles M. Schwab, of Bethlehem, 
took himself immediately to London and came back with 
substantial munitions orders. When they began to transport 
munitions from this country there was introduced in the 
Senate of the United States by Senator Hitchcock a resoiu
tion, one of perhaps a score, to put an embargo upon the 
shipment of arms. What happened to that resolution? I 
will read you from history. Lord Cecil Spring-Rice, the 
British Ambassador, advised Viscount Grey that such a posi
tion by the United States would be unneutral. On the 11th 
of December 1914, Viscount Grey suggested unofficially to 
the Government of the United States that the Hitchcock 
resolution would be "special legislation passed while ;:t war 
was in progress, would be a radical departure from long
established custom, and would be definitely an unneutral 
act." We tried to put an embargo in effect at that time, 
but the wells of hysteria had been churned and emotions 
were running full force. Mr. Bryan said to Viscount Grey 
that the administration was not behind the Hitchcock reso
lution. It was then too late to avert the inevitable with an 
embargo on arms. We were moving on into Armageddon, 
and it was too late. I say to you gentlemen today, it will 
be too late if we do not put an arms embargo in this bill 
today. [Applause.] 

Let the first artillery shot be fired on the other side and 
then hysteria will move across the land even as it did in 1914, 
let the first vessel bearing arms of American manufacture 
be torpedoed whether title passed or not, and frenzy begins its 
tragic march. I prophesy to you today that if we do not put 
an embargo on arms and ammunition in this bill we will 
never have another chance. The ghost of history rises today 
to admonish us of the experiences of 20 years ago. 

Secondly, I hope that section 2 will have the exception 
eliminated so that not even the President of the United States 
can make any exception with reference to our citizens travel
ing on vessels of belligerents. [Applause.] It was 23 months 
from the time the Lusitania went down off the Irish coast 
until we went into war. What were the events of history? 
First, 159 American lives went down to a watery grave on 
the Lusitania. Then in succession came the torpedoing of 
the Gulfiight, the Falaba, the Dacia, the H esperian, and the 
Arabic-British and French vessels with two or three Ameri
cans on board. We read the front page accounts. Staring 
at us were photographs of American citizens who were vic
tims of submarine warfare. Hysteria and frenzy went across 
the land. Then came the Sussex. Then came the Laconia. 
President Wilson was sending a message to Congress when 
the Laconia was torpedoed off the Irish coast with two 
American women on board. The son of the American mother 
who lost her life was living in London. He telegraphed to 
President Wilson and said, "What are you going to do about 
it?" Once more hysteria went across the country, and in
evitably we were being led into the abyss of Armageddon. If 
we avail ourselves of the lessons of history, we will demand 
an unequivocal measure which will absolutely prohibit the 
travel of American citizens on belligerent vessels. 

Third, I say to you who entrust yourselves to the abstruse 
tenets of international law, go back and read about the tor
tuous course of international law in 1917. Read about con
traband and noncontraband, visit and search, search and 
seizure. Read the notes on blockades, effective blockades, 
and cordon blockades. Read all the tortuous language of 
diplomacy. Yes, it was down the pathway of international 
law that we walked into carnage and shambles in 1917. For 
the sake of an elusive and undefined and unenforceable 
thing which provides no embargo on anns, no prohibition 
against travel on belligerent ships are you willing to give 
away what progress we have made toward peace? 

It is interesting to hear the older Members of the House 
talk about the night of April 6 when the war resolution was 
adopted. I was a student at a university and getting ready 
to go into that war. I served 18 months over on the other 
side. Today, in the light of history and on the basis of 
that background, according to my own lights and with what 
conviction I can muster, I am going to do my little bit to help 
keep America out of the next war. [Applause.] 

In so doing I shall support an arms embargo. I am going 
to support a provision to keep our citizens off of belligerent 
vessels, as a hope, even though slender and tenuous, that it 
will stop the wells of emotion and hysteria and keep the feet 
of America in the pathways of peace. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 

Wisconsin [Mr. JoHNS] such time as he may desire. 
Mr. JOHNS. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this bill in 

its present form. Unless it is amended very materially, I 
shall vote against it. 

The bill as written gives entirely too much power and dis
cretion to the President of the United States. No one man, 
whether he be President, or a private citizen, should have 
such power given him where this discretion and responsibility 
rests under our Constitution in this Congress. 

With the provisions of this bill as presented to us, the 
President has the power to decide for himself where a state 
of war exists between certain nations. He may then by 
proclamation say what commerce, if any, may be carried on 
with the United States and these warring nations, what 
amount and kind of credit they shall be granted. Under 
his power he need not take into consideration any existing 
indebtedness that may then exist between either of the war
ring nations or other nations owing to the United States. 
In other words, this bill gives to the President absolute power 
and discretion to regulate commerce between this Nation and 
other countries involved in war and the amount of credit to · 
be extended to them. 

It will be much better for us to keep the power given us to 
regulate the commerce of the United States at all times. 

The President has it within his power if Congress .is in 
session, and if not in session, to call it into special session to 
bring to it any facts which in his mind may be of sufficient 
importance to justify our intervention in any war to protect 
our interests at all times. 

The citizens of our Nation, at least in my district, are 
against giving this power to any one man even though he be 
the President of the United States. It is a dangerous thing 
to do, and I am against it. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. BVRDICK. Mr. Chairman, from the debate there 
remains no doubt that the present bill, the so-called Bloom 
neutrality bill, embodies the demands of the administration 
and of the President of the United States. I am opposed 
to the act, not because the President is a Democrat. I 
would much more prefer to favor the President than to 
oppose him, and I am sure my record will show that I have 
never cast a party vote against any measure in this House. 
I have at times voted with the administration when I was 
the only Republican on this side of the Chamber who did. 

At no time, however, have I failed to vote my convictions, -
and no matter how friendly I may be to the President and 
in favor of many of his objectives, I still, as a Member of 
this House, have a duty to perform and in the performance 
of that duty I must follow my convictions as I see them. 
According to the best light I have, the passage of this act 
may lead us into war. I do know that by following the 
present law we have kept well out of foreign embroilments. 
My purpose is to keep the United States out of any foreign 
war no matter what countries may be mentioned. We had 
absolutely no business in the last war; we are paying for it 
now. Thousands of the best men in the United States lost 
their lives, hundreds of thousands of others were injured in 
body and mind, and billions of dollars were thrown into the 
mad whirl of war. All to no purpose, because the peace 
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terms of that peace were a breeder of war, and for proof of 
this we can stop long enough to unfold the present picture of 
Europe. In addition to that we loaned billions of dollars to 
the Allies and today we are holding the sack for a total 
debt of $20,000,000,000, a very small portion of which will 
ever be paid. We are paying it each day. We are paying 
the interest on this debt every day. Have we not learned 
any lesson from interfering in Europe? 

I am opposed to this act because it puts too much respon
sibility on the President of the United States. Why do we 
want to shirk our constitutional responsibility? We were 
elected by the people; we represent them; it is our duty to 
pass upon the question of war. I am willing to shoulder this 
responsibility as long as it is my responsibility. Why hand 
this power over to the President? Some have said we are 
not doing ·this in the present act; but let us see. Under this 
act the President, when he sees fit, can, by proclamation, 
declare that ce:rctain nations are at war. After he so declares 
he can then, by another proclamation, prohibit citizens of 
this country from traveling on any vessel belonging to any 
of those countries at war. He can by proclamation prevent 
citizens of this country or any ship of this country from 
entering into any combat area as the President shall fix it 
in his proclamation announcing a state of war. The Presi
dent can further prevent business · transactions with those 
countries. An exception is made in case of old war debts; 
but that is meaningless, as no country seriously intends to 
pay those debts. Those Liberty bonds have been and will 
be retired by taxes paid by the citizens of this country. 

The present law gives the President power to proclaim a 
state of war whenever he finds that a state of war exists. 
No one knows how long it will take the President to make 
this discovery. Japan has been murdering China now for 
approximately 2 years and the President has not as yet 
made that discovery. If he did, then under the present law 
the embargo provision against arms would apply to both 
China and Japan. Since the President has not made that 
discovery yet we have sold enough scrap iron, guns, and 
munitions to Japan to assist in killing millions of Chinese. 

Suppose again the President did name countries at war, 
but left the allies of those countries out, we could still ship 
all the death-dealing instruments our munition manu
facturers desired to sell to those countries. This alone would 
have the effect of forcing those countries who suffered from 
our action into a declaration of war against this country. 
With the embargo left out of the present bill, it looks to me 
like a clean-cut munitions bill to sell munitions to anyone 
who had the cash. If that is our Christian attitude on stop
ping war, I say it is none of Christ's teachings. 

The act will give a power to the President that he should 
not ask for and should not have. If we want to .keep out 
of war, let us keep out. If we mean to do the right thing, 
and the Christian thing toward all nations, let us take con
trol of the munitions plants of this country now, in accord
ance with my resolution now before this Congress, and stop 
the paid propaganda for war. It is all right for the King and 
Queen of England to visit us. We welcomed ·them as we 
should the sovereign powers of any nation, but just because 
of that visit, let us not embrace England or any other coun
try with a revocation of the Johnson Act, that prevents a 
country in debt to us of getting any more money; just be
cause we like the King and Queen of England personally, 
do not let us put the President in a position where, if 
England is at war, he cannot determine that fact as he can
not determine that fact with respect to Japan and China. 
If he did not determine it, we could ship our whole munitions 
output to England, and that alone would be sufficient cause 
for the opposition to England to declare war against us. 

Let us be men about this matter. If we want to fight 
England's battles, let us stand up here and say so; if we 
intend to keep out of all foreign wars, let us stand up here 
and say so and not clothe the President with powers which 
in all probability will lead us into war. 

Remember the history of our times in 1914 to 1917-the 
great war hysteria which swept America. It was all hand-

made-made to order-made 'for a purpose-made for war 
profits. That same hysteria can again be artificially 
created-we are not yet immune from it. The same interests 
control our munitions,- the same financial interests· of the 
United States have old debts in Europe, which they will want 
our young men to protect, and that selfishness and greed 
and profits, at the proper time, will make monsters of us all. 
We covet no foreign territory as a nation, we wish to be 
friendly with all nations; we desire to live under the Golden 
Rule. We want peace, and we believe in Christ and his 
teachings. If this Congress will keep its powers and follow 
those teachings, we will not get into any war. If it -is neces
sary to drive the money changers out of the temple before 
we can accomplish this mission of peace, let us have the 
courage of Christ and drive them out. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1.0 minutes to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. FoRD]. 

Mr. FORD of Mississippi. Mr. Chairman, . judging. from 
the remarks of my colleagues on the left side of the House 
and their loud applause to the suggestions that we go back 
to internaional law, I take it for · granted that they do not 
have very much objection to this bill. If they are really in 
earnest when they are committing their applause and mak
ing the statements that they favor international law,. then 
after the adoption of the amendments which will be proposed 
by the Democratic members of the committee, my Republican 
friends should certainly support this bill. When we really 
analyze the bill, section by section, lay aside our political 
thoughts, and lay aside our prejudice against some of the 
foreign countries, we have practically international law if 
this resolution is adopted with the proposed amendments. 

What do we find under section 1? We find that the provi
sions of that section simply give the President the right to 
issue a proclamation when two or more states become en
gaged in a conflict and he believes the peace of this country 
and its citizens are in danger. 

Then under section 2 it provides that when American citi
zens travel in ships of belligerent nations they do so at their 
own risk. The bill would give them timely warning of that 
fact. 

Under the decision of the Supreme ·Court in ·the Curtiss
Wright case, the Court clearly holds that the President has 
unlimited powers in dealing with foreign countries and in 
dealing with nations engaged in war . . This resolution, if 
adopted, does not give the President any more power, in my 
judgment, except to issue proclamations, than he has under 
international law and the Constitution of the United States. 
The argument that it gives the President all of this power is 
certainly not consistent with the language contained in the 
bill itself. The bill takes no power from Congress. Under 
the Constitution Congress has the · sole power to declare war. 

We find if section 3 is deleted-and that was really the 
section that gave him wide power in defining combat areas
and if you gentlemen on the left and my colleagues on the 
right who are pleading to go back to international law sup
port the amendment to strike out section 3, we strip the 
President of practically all the power that this resolution 
gives him that he does not now have under the Constitution 
of the United States and under international law. 

Section 4 prohibits loans to nations that are engaged in 
war except on a general commercial basis and not to exceed 
renewals for 90 days. 

Under our present law or under the so-called Johnson
McReynolds Act this country and our nationals are prohibited 
from .making loans to those countries that are in default on 
the obligations which they now owe. This simply gives the 
President additional power to prohibit loans to belligerent 
states and prevent renewals for more than 90 days. Cer
tainly no valid objection could exist to giving the President 
this power, because it would tend to keep us from being 
involved as we became involved during the World War. 

Mr. KUNKEL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORD of Mississippi. I yield. 
Mr. KUNKEL. If these loans are not paid at the end of 

90 days, they become automatically renewed, do they not? 
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Mr. FORD of Mississippi. They do not. 
Mr. KUNKEL. If the loan continues, what are you going 

to do about it? 
Mr. FORD of Mississippi. Just as we have done in the 

past. 
Mr. KUNKEL. If you once let that loan get established, 

you have established a credit that may become permanent, 
have you not? 

Mr. FORD of Mississippi. We must have commercial 
transactions with the foreign nations of the world. If we 
do not, we perish economically. There is no way around 
that. We cannot bottle ourselves up in this country without 
having the usual commercial transactions; and if it is neces
sary to extend loans in order to carry those on, and those 
countrtes become engaged in war, then, of course, demand 
will be made for them to pay. If they do not pay, we can 
only extend it for 90 days. If they refuse to pay, then, of 
course, there is nothing we can do but refuse more loans 
and thereby prevent them getting deeper in debt to this 
country or its nationals. 

Mr. SHANLEY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORD of Mississippi. I yield. 
Mr. SHANLEY. The Johnson-McReynolds Act prohibits 

loans, and I know the gentleman is in favor of that act. 
That is one of the most salutary laws that we have had in 
post-war days. In your opinion, is there any danger that 
any of the amendments or specific acts that we have today 
on the statute books would in any way interfere with the 
Johnson-McReynolds Act, prohibiting loans to foreign debtor 
nations? 

Mr. FORD of Mississippi. In my judgment, the amend
ments would not. This bill goes right along in connection 
with that act and adds something to it, because this section 
deals with belligerent states, and the Johnson-McReynolds 
Act deals with our present debtor nations. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FORD of Mississippi. I yield. 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. The Johnson Act has this excep

tion, "excepting renewal or adjustment of existing indebted
ness." This bill, which comes later, provides a new kind 
of existuig legal indebtedness. Would not the gentleman 
say that, therefore, the Johnson Act is, by implication, ex
tended so that it would except from its terms loans which 
the President would permit to be made under the amend
ment which is to be offered? 

Mr. FORD of Mississippi. · Oh, not iR the least, because 
the Johnson-McReynolds Act deals with debtor nations at 
the time the act was enacted. This deals with such countries 
as may become engaged in war in the future. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. But the Johnson Act excepts from 
its provisions existing indebtedness. 

Mr. FORD of Mississippi. Yes; but at the time of the 
enactment of the act. By that language and provision, it 
cannot keep on excepting existing indebtedness, because if it 
did it would not have any effect at all. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. If it would permit a new kind of 
legal existing indebtedness, would that not clearly come 
within the exception of the Johnson Act? 

Mr. FORD of Mississippi: Section 4 simply deals with 
those countries that may owe us iii the future and which may 
hereafter become engaged in a state of war. That is the 
only possible meaning it could have. It would give the 
President power to deal with those conditions. 

The law also provides that no bonds or other obligations 
of belligerent states shall be sold in the country and t~ our 
nationals. If that does not tend to promote peace. I do not 
understand what the promotion of peace is. The bill also 
prohibits the solicitation of funds for belligerent countries, 
and that should tend to keep down feeling in this country 
and thereby promote peace. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORD of Mississippi. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. Will you explain to the committee why it 

was that the Foreign Affairs Committee would not insert a 

provision in this bill with regard to travel by American 
citizens on American vessels and vessels of other neutral 
nations? 

Mr. FORD of Mississippi. Certainly we did not want to 
restrict travel of our own citizens on our own vessels. 

Mr. COOLEY. In other words, your committee is per
fectly willing to have another Lusitania incident by providing 
that you can have mixed cargoes of human beings riding on 
top of implements of war, headed for belligerent ports. Is 
that not true? 

Mr. FORD of Mississippi. No; I think not. If my mem
ory serves me correctly, the Lusitania was a British ship. 

Mr. COOLEY. Would the gentleman object to a provision 
which would make it unlawful for citizens of our country to 
travel as passengers upon shi:ps the bottoms of which were 
loaded with implements of war? 

Mr. FORD of Mississippi. Does the gentleman mean our 
own ships? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. 
Mr. FORD of Mississippi. How in the world could you man 

the ships if our own citizens did not travel? 
Mr. COOLEY. I said "travel as passengers"; not as mem

bers of the crew. 
Mr. BLOOM. That is covered by the rules and regulations. 

That question has never been before the committee. 
Mr. COOLEY. I would be glad if the gentleman would 

poir:tt out what provision in this bill prohibits the very thing 
- that happened when the Lusitania went down. 

Mr. FORD of Mississippi. I know of no absolute provision 
to that effect, and personally I would have no objection to 
such an amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. Section 2 deals only with vessels of bel
ligerent states and does not deal with vessels of the United 
States. 

Mr. FORD of Mississippi. That is correct. Another im
portant provision of the pending bill is contained in section 4, 
subsection (d). This section provides that when the Presi
dent issues a proclamation under section ·1 of the act, it shall 
thereafter be unlawful, except in accordance with such rules 
and regulations as the President shall prescribe, to export or 
transport to any state named in the proclamation any articles 
or materials until all right, title, and interest therein shall 
have transferred to some foreign government, agency, insti
tution, association, partnership, corporation, or national. 
This is a departure from international law, but, in my judg
ment, a wise one, since it prevents our citizens from making 
claims for any losses that might artse from the seizure or 
destruction of property which they might sell to countries 
engaged in war. I think this proVision will do much to pro
mote peace and keep us from becoming involved in any for
eign entanglements. I would like also to call attention to the 
fact that the proposed bill continues the National Munitions 
Control Board and requires munition manufacturers to regis
ter with the Secretary of State and also makes it unlawful 
for them to export arms, ammunition, or implements of war 
without first having obtained a license therefor. This provi
sion enables the Secretary of State to keep a close watch on 
all munition manufacturers and their business with foreign 
countries. It is a wise provision and should be retained. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. FoRD] has expired. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, for 3 days 
now the pending House joint resolution to amend the 
5-year-old so-called Neutrality Act has been debated on the 
floor of this House. For the most part, the debate has been 
on a high plane during which time the issues involved have 
been discussed. Only one or two Members have insisted 
upon injecting personalities into the debate. Although there 
are wide differences of opinion on the floor of this House, 
the same as there are vast differences of opinion through
out the country, it is only fair to say that it is obvious 
that all Members who have participated in this debate have 
one outstanding purpose in mind and that is for America 
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to remain at peace with the rest of the world. I am sure ' 
that this also applies to every Member of this House irre
spective of his views on neutrality or political affiliations. 

I think it is generally conceded that no one· Member of 
this House or group has a "corner" on all the patriotism 
in the land. All good, sincere citizens in and out of Con
gress desire to aid in keeping America out of war; yet, from 
the very beginnng of this debate, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. FisH] has repeatedly referred to war hysteria of 
this administration, as if Uncle Sam is parading over the 
world looking for someone to fight. Evidently the gentle
man is laboring under the hallucination that someone in 
this Congress, or connected with this administr:;ttion, is 
anxious to start a war any moment. No one should object 
to helpful and constructive . criticism, either against the 
present so-called Neutrality Act or against the pending bill 

·to drastically amend the present law. ·For anyone to as
sume, however, that any Member of either House of Con
gress, or the President of the United States, our great Secre
tary of State, or any other Meinber of the President's Cab
inet would purposely espouse a foreign policy that would 
·drag this country into a war with any nation on the face of 
the earth, is manifestly unfair and ridiculously absurd. 
There has, of course, been a lot of war-hysteria talk over the 
radio and upon the floor of this-House, but such talk has come 
"largely from those who for political purposes insist upon sing- · 
.ing a hymn of hate against the President who has used every 
power at his command to keep America out of another awful 
war. 

The most horrible thing imaginable is war. Such legal
ized murder. should be outlawed by every civilized nation 
of the world. ·war never settles anything. Generations 
.yet unborn will still be paying dearly for the World War 
after we shall have long since passed from the present 
scene of action that we were told was to make the world 
safe for democracy, but in fact made it safe for the war 
profiteer, the munition makers, and certain international 

.bankers. 
No one is here advocating war. All are agreed that this 

horrible, uncivilized, and barbaric practice of legalized mili
tary murder has no rightful place among honorable and 
·decent people. [Applause.] · But all admit it is extremely 
d::fficult, if not impossible, to legislate in time of peace to 
forestall future international emergencies. All agree it is 
impossible to legislate against passion, prejudice, intrigue, 
and rascality. 

-Because of insinuations, charges, and countercharges 
about war hysteria, I have endeavored to make it plain that 
all loyal patriotic American citizens are, of course, opposed 
to war. Not only do our people of all classes, young and old, 
wish to remain definitely out of any and all entangling alli
ances in the Old World, and therefore out of any and all 
future wars, but this is especially true of our war veter·ans 
and their wives and families. I say this for the reason that 
there are some who apparently believe that to be a war 
veteran is to be a jingoist, who would like for America to 
become involved in every misunderstanding or international 
disturbance across the seas. But, of course, nothing · is fur
ther from the truth. 

Who could possibly know better than our war veterans 
and their wives, mothers, and sisters of the horrors, heart
.breaks, and utter stupidity of war? Having served as a 
buck private during the World War, with many months of 
. overseas service, and having a vivid remembrance of my 
experience in the front lines with the Thirty-sixth :Oivision, 
I think of war as a horrible and unforgettable nightmare. 
More than three millions still left of the four and one-half 
millions of veterans of the World War, as well as veterans of 
other wars, their mothers, wives, widows, and children, will 
join in a fervent prayer that America mind her own business 
and stay forever out of war or any entangling alliances that 
might possibly involve us in future wars. [Applause.] 

Let me add, in this connection, that one thing war vet
erans and their Wives and children have consistently and 

enthusiastically been fighting for during the past 20 years is 
for a real law with teeth in it to eliminate, if htunanly pos
sible, any future war profiteering. That, in my judgment, 
would do more toward maintaining the peace of America and 
the world than all the neutrality legislation we might write 
during this or any other Congress. [Applause.] 

For many years patriotic citizens have gathered from 
almost every town and hamlet in the United States in con
ventions annually here in the Nation's Capital and have 
discussed and passed resolutions on the cause and cure of 
war. At each convention the long list of the causes of war 
has grown longer, but no group in or out of Congress has ever 
found a sure cure for this horrible holocaust called war. 
As long as there is hatred in the hearts of men and a mad 
desire on the part of war lords for power, there is no pos
sible way to legislate war out of existence. 

Of course, there is no sure cure for war any more than 
there is a cure for thievery, highjacking, or murder. Yet 
the most perplexing problem facing us as lawmakers is how 
to enact sane and practical legislation that will promote the 
spirit of peace ahd good will and to at least do our utmost 
in preventing America from being embroiled in another 
death struggle. For my part I can think of no condition 
.at this time that would cause me to vote to send an Ameri
can soldier to a foreign soil to help settle foreign quarrels 
of ungrateful nations across the sea. [Applause.] 

But getting back to the pending bill, serious objection has 
been raised against the bill, the heart of which, if passed, 
will eliminate the controversial embargo clause. The most of 
us supported the present neutrality law in good faith be
lieving that it would help keep our country neutral between 
any two warring nations. It is generally agreed, however, 
that the present law is unfair and unneutral. That it has 
had the exact opposite effect from that which we had antici
pated no one can truthfully dispute. It has penalized the 

. weak and helpless nations and made us practically an ally 
of some of the strong aggressor nations, nations which are 
more interested in expanding their borders than in aiding 

.. in the maintenance of world peace. As has been repe,atedly 
brought out in this debate, the United States, under the pres
ent weak and unsatisfactory law, is actually aiding Japan 
by shipping war materials, scrap iron, and other ' sinews of 
war against poor helpless China. Such a condition is not 
only indefensible but absolutely unconscionable. [Applause.] 
.So it is quite. evident that 5 years of unneutrality have dem
onstrated the futility of the present law. It is also clear that 
the law must either be discarded or drastically amended. 
We have no neutrality now. 

It would now appear that the objectionable features, actual 
and imaginary, will be deleted from this bill before its final 
passage. Now that this has been practically agreed upon, 
I am delighted to see some of the ablest Members of the 
minority side enthusiastically supporting this legislation. 
This is not a political question. It is not a partisan matter 
.and should not be thus treated. Yet a few, unfortunately, 
have attempted to inj~ct partisan politics into this discus
sion. Despite the barrage of unfair criticism that has been 
_leveled at the President and his foreign policy, I feel that 
a vast majority of our people, regardless of politics, are con
vinced that he has done everytmng humanly possible to pro
mote the good-neighbor policy among the nations of the 
world and to prevent our country from being drawn into 
another devastating war. 

It is significant that our great Secretary of State, Hon . 
Cordell Hull, also a lifelong advocate of world peace, and 
who~e firm but fair position toward all foreign governments
a pOlicy ~hat has met with widespread approval throughout 
the entire country-has wholeheartedly endorsed the pend
ing bill. For my part, I prefer to heed the advice and 
counsel of President Roosevelt and Secretary of State Hull 
on foreign affairs than some of those who so bitterly assail 
them because of their straightforward and sincere foreign 
policy. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
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Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen

tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. VANZANDT], who for 3 years 
· was national commander of the Veterans of :Foreign Wars. 

Mr. VANZANDT. Mr. Chairman, because of my activities 
in veterans' affairs in the recent past it has been suggested 
that I should voice the views of veterandom on the question of 
neutrality. Let me hasten to disclaim any such presumption. 
I speak only for myself, as a Representative of the Twenty
third District of Pennsylvania. 

It is true that as commander in chief of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars of the Unifed States for three terms it was my 
privilege to speak for that splendid organization of overseas 
veterans of all wars and campaigns of this country since the 
Spanish-American War. I also am proud of my membership 
in the American Legion, which has done so much to perpetu
. ate a fine spirit of patriotism in America. 

My duties as commander in · chief of the Veterans of For-
. eign Wars brought me in contact with thousands of veterans 
in all sections of the country. They are my "buddies," my 
best friends, and, naturally, I have kept in close contact with 
them since I left my official post. I receive scores of letters 
from veterans throughout the Nation in my mail every day. 
·Therefore, I am in a position to know what is in the minds 
and the hearts of the veterans of America. And while I do 
not assume to speak for any veterans' organization, I feel that 
I can reflect accurately the opinions held by the vast bulk of 
the rank and file of veterandom. And since the average vet- · 
eran is the average American, I am confident that the views · 
·that I express here are the views of an overwhelming majority 
of the American people on the question of neutrality and the 
even more vital question of war which goes hand in hand 
with it. 
· In making separate mention of the veterans I do not intend 
·to make any distinction among the American people. If 
there is any difference between the veteran and the· non
·veteran, it is this: The average veteran is even more bitterly 
opposed to war than the average American, if that is possi
ble. Veterans who fought in France saw their "buddies" die 
beside them. They saw the bodies of other messmates rid
dled with shrapnel and their best friends writhing in agony 
that comes from gas. 
· When you consider that only 35,931 men in the American 
Expeditionary Forces were killed in action but 14,785 died of 
wounds and 122,558 died of other causes out of the 4,791,171 
men actually mobilized in the armed forces during the World 
War, a remarkably high percentage escaped unscathed by 
bullets. But the horror or' the hateful experience of war was 
stamped upon their memories. They know the utter futility 
of that war fought "to make the world safe for democracy." 
· It was not so much their own experiences that make the 
surviving veterans hate war, ·but the sight of their crippled 
comrades, maimed for life. Death· would have been merciful 
to some of the boys who returned from France. I have seen 
thousands of them in veterans' hospitals throughout the 
country awaiting their rendezvous with death. There they 
lie, 20 years after the last shot was fired in France, thousands 
bf men still suffering with lacerated flesh, suffocated lungs, 
shattered limbs, mangled bodies, and shadowed minds. 

No man could gaze upon the sights I have seen without 
an appalling sense of the brutality and hideousness of war. 
That feeling is shared by· veterans generally and that' is why 
veterans· hate war. That is why veterans oppose so bitterly 
any policy that is likely to lead us down the road to war. 
That is why the average veteran and the average American 
demand a strict neutrality policy that will keep us out of 
wat-other people's wars. That is why they demand that 
this country keep free from entangling alliances, either ex
press or implied, because that is the inevitable way to war. 

But, as much as the average veteran and the average 
American hate war, they always are ready to :fight in a war 
of defense. The American people are prepared to defend 
our own shores and our possessions overseas. They are pre
pared to maintain the Monroe Doctrine by defending any 
part of the western world from attack by force or from 
political encroachment by any Old World powers. 

LXXXIV--522 

The President repeatedly has expressed himself as a be
liever in the Monroe Doctrine "in all its pristine purity." 
Op that point, the President is at one with the vast and over
whelming majority of the American people. And that is the 
basis of our policy of hemisphere defense. 

But the President has failed to follow the Monroe Doctrine 
in its entirety. The President apparently has forgotten the 
Monroe Doctrine is in two parts-two essential parts, two 
parts each of equal importance to the American people. If 
we are to maintain the Monroe Doctrine "in all its pristine 

.purity," we must remember that one part of that :fixed for
eign policy of the United States was especially designed to 
keep us out of other people's wars-Old World wars. 

Let me quote, in part, from the message sent to Congress 
on December 2, 1823, by President . Monroe, the message out 
of which grew that famous doctrine. · I quote: 

Of events in that quarter of the globe with which we have so 
much intercourse, and from which we derive our origin, we always 
have been anxious and interested spectators. The citizens of the 
United States cherish sentiments the most friendly in favor of the 

.liberty and . happiness of their fellow men on that side of the 
Atlantic. In the wars of the European powers, in matters relating 
to themselves, we never have taken any part nor does it comport 
with our policy so to do. 

In other words, the Monroe Doctrine, "in all its pristine 
purity," assumes an inherent right to deny European inter
'ference in the west~rn world, but that right is directly de
pendent upon our promise and our policy not to take part in 
the wars of European powers. If the second and highly im
portant part of the Monroe Doctrine is omitted, then that 
116-year-old policy becomes a selfish instrument. If we 
ourselves violate the "pristine purity" of that great doctrine, 
·we put ourselves in the false position of demanding of other 
·powers that which we ourselves are unwilling to give-that is 
a guaranty to keep our hands out of Old World affairs, 
while we demand that Old World powers keep their hands 
out of the western world. 

Whether we had what we regarded at the time as good 
and sufficient cause to enter the World War on the side of 
the Allies, the fact remains that we violated the Monroe 
Doctrine "in all its pristine purity" when we did so. And we 
have had cause to regret it ever since. It is idle to say that 
we might have had greater cause to regret it if we had failed 
to throw our weight on the side of the Allies and thus win 
the war. I have yet to ·:find one single benefit the American 
people derived from the World War. 

Ahd merely because we, ourselves, violated the Monroe 
Doctrine once, that is no justification for violating it a second 
time by adopting a policy now which, in all probability, would 
give future generations cause for regret and, in all probability, 
just cause to curse us in our graves. 

A moment ago I said \ hat I had failed to :find one single 
benefit the American people derived from the World War. 
~now wish to modify that statement with a reservation. We 
bad a bitter experience which can prove a lasting benefit to 
the American people if we will but profit by. it. If we toss 
that experience aside, then I will allow my original statement 
to stand-the American people have · not derived one single 
benefit from the World War. · 
· For. that reason alone we should exercise the greatest care 
and caution about passing a measure in the name of neu
trality which would be anything but neutral. In the :first 
place, unless there is a will to neutrality the word becomes 
empty and meaningless. And there is no will to neutrality 
in the measure before the House. It is not designed to keep 
the United States from taking any part, directly or indirectly, 
in a war between two powers. It is designed to put the United 
Stfttes in a position to become the indirect ally of the so-called 
democracies of Europe in the event of war with the dictator 
nations. 

Unless a neutrality law or a neutrality policy will keep us 
out of war, other people's wars, it is worthless. How could 
the United States become the indirect ally of the so-called 
democracies, their ammunition depot, in fact, and yet remain 
neutral? And, what is more to the point, how could we long 
remain out of the war as an active ally? The answer is 
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obvious. We would be in for another bath of blood and tears, 
another series of economic dislocations and depressions. And 
in the end we might sacrifice our own democracy by reason 
of our unneutral actions and our ultimate participation in 
the war. Any miscalled neutrality measure, such as the 
Bloom resolution as it stands, which almost certainly would 
lead us into war-other people's wars-is worse than worth
less. It is a fraud, a delusion, and a snare. 

No other characterization could more aptly fit the Bloom 
resolution as it was presented to this House. It was "rail
roaded" through the Foreign Affairs Committee with un
seemly haste in an effort to foist it upon the American people 
in the name of neutrality. It was not until after the measure 
was reported to the House that Congress and the country 
became fully aware of the grave dangers inherent in the 
measure. 

Now that the plans of the administration to rush this reso
lution through the House have gone awry, the full signifi
cance of ·the adroit and deceptive language of the measure 
has become apparent to all who can read between the lines. 
It now is obvious that the purpose of this measure was to 
commit the United States to a virtual war alliance with the 
so-called European democracies. The tricky language was 
calculated to make the United States the ammunition depot 
for Britain and France, if and when war breaks out in Europe, 
with that pair on one side and the dictator nations of Ger
many and Italy on the other side. 

If we should aid one side in a general European war, our 
experience in the World War is sufficient proof of our even
tual entrance into the conflict on that side. The sympathies 
of the administration in power at that time were on the 
side of the Allies and we finally declared war on Germany. 
History could not fail to repeat itself in the event of another 
European war with the same general line-up of foes. 

As I have stated repeatedly, I am not complaining about 
the side that would be chosen in advance for American boys 
to fight on in the next European war. I protest against 
American boys being thrust into any war on either side in 
the Old World. It is possible that we might be drawn into 
the war by the same methods that sucked us into the World 
War, but by the· eternal, I do not propose to sit here silent 
when an attempt is made to trick the American people into 
a war alliance by legislative action. 

I will grant that a vast and overwhelming majority of the 
American people abhor Hitler and despise Mussolini. The 
totalitarian state is repugnant to American ideals of democ
racy. And the methods used by that precious pair of dic
tators in governing their unfortunate people is even more re
pulsive to free-born, liberty-loving Americans. 

While the so-called democracy of Britain and France is 
not democracy as we know it, it .is ar closer to our concep
tion of good government than the ruthless regimes now in 
power in Berlin and Rome. But a people deserve no better 
government than they get. If Germans and Italians wish to 
submit to that yoke, that is their business, not ours. 

Furthermore, the question of sympathy for England and 
France or antipathy toward Germany and Italy is not in
volved in honest neutrality legislation. The question before 
the House and, more properly, before the American people, is 
this: Shall Congress, in the name of neutrality, enact legis
lation which would be a virtual war alliance with any nation 
or nations? 

If we are going to turn our backs, close our eyes, and shut 
· our ears to the solemn warnings of Washington, Jefferson, 

and Monroe against all entangling alliances and participa
tion in the wars of Europe and enter into a war alliance with 
the so-called democracies, then the proposition would Mt 
properly come before this House. If the President wishes to 
toss all our traditional policies into the scrap heap, it is 
within his constitutional powers in the conduct of foreign 
relations to negotiate a war alliance treaty with Britain and 
France against Germany and Italy. That is the orderly pro
cedure in such matters. Treaties with foreign powers are 
not originated and consummated by legislative action of 
Congress alone. 

Naturally, the President does not dare to flout American 
public opinion in any such high-handed fashion. And, even 
if he dared to do such an outrageous thing, he knows full 
well that the body at the other end of the Capitol never would 
ratify any such alliance. The storm of protest aroused by 
some of the President's domestic policies, which led to their 
ignominious defeat, would seem like a mild summer zephyr 
in comparison to the cyclone of disapproval which would 
sweep this country if he dared to play ducks and drakes with 
our foreign policy in that manner. 

Nevertheless, that would be the honest and straight
forward way to proceed in this matter which so deeply af
fects the lives of the American people, the lives of genera
tions unborn. That sort of procedure would give the Amer
ican people an opportunity to learn what was going on be
hind the international scenes. They would have full knowl
edge of what such a treaty meant to them and they could 
make themselves heard in no uncertain fashion. 

Strangely and sadly for the leader of a democracy, under 
which the Government is supposed to derive its just powers 
from the consent of the governed, the President has seen fit 
to seek extraordinary powers never dreamed of by the makers 
of the Constitution and to achieve his ends by indirection. 

Of course, it is difficult to say at this date what might have 
happened if the American people had been aware of what 
was transpiring behind the internat ional scenes during the 
days before this country entered the World War. But, the 
fact is, they did not know what was going on. The then 
President, some of his intimates, but not all of his Cabinet,, 
and a few international bankers, knew what was happening 
and how America was being eased over the brink and into 
war. But the American people were in complete ignorance 
of the diplomatic double-dealing that was double-crossing 
them. 

I say to you gentlemen of this House, if the American people 
fight the Nation's wars, die in the wars, and then pay for the 
wars, they are entitled to know all about why we might go to
war, how we are going to be drawn into a war, when we are 
likely to go to war, and on which side we are going to fight 
the war. Neither the administration nor the Congress has 
any right to keep the American people in the dark about such 
a grave matter as the danger of war. 
. I have listened with some impatience to the arguments made 

by gentlemen seeking to justify this measure. I have heard 
the threadbare argument that this measure is Qnly intended 
as a bluff to make the dictators behave. Tlie roars of the 
British lion have failed to frighten Mussolini or halt Hitler's 
march to the east. And, it is extremely doubtful whether 
we could run a bluff on the dictators with a phony neutral
ity law, even if it amounted to a virtual war alliance with 
the so-called democracies. 

I do not for a moment question the President's desire to 
avert a war in Europe, but I do question the wisdom of any 
policy or program which would result in the United States 
being involved in war. If the President believes it is the will 
of the American people, if he believes he can get away with 
it, let him go the whole hog on this proposition. Let him 
tell Hitler and Mussolini point blank that the United States 
is prepared to aid, or even fight on the side of Britain and 
France, in the event of war with ~he dictators. Instead of 
asking Congress to enact a phony neutrality law and achieve 
a war alliance by indirection, let him announce his purpose 
to Congress, the country, and the world. 

Since this measure was reported by the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, the administration and the members of the com
mittee have been hearing from the country. Now we are told 
that the most objectionable sections will be withdrawn. I 
have no doubt the gentleman making that announcement 
made it in good faith. But if that is done, the measure cer
tainly will not be acceptable to the President. Moreover, it 
will not be a sound neutrality measure no matter what is 
done to it by this House. 

The longer I study this cross-word puzzle of neutrality by 
law, in which the words come out neutral when read across 
and unneutral when read down, the more firmly I am con-
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vinced that legislative neutrality is an impossibility in the 
world situation today. It would be far wiser to scrap the 
entire neutrality law and toss this measure into the waste
~asket than to enact an unneutral neutrality law with the 
avowed purpose of aiding either side in ·any war. 

Under the present conditions in the world, it would be 
far safer for America to adopt a strict and sincere poiicy of 
neutrality, not a law. Our current royai visitor, Prince Olav, 
pointed out in an interview appearing in this morning's papers 
that the Scandinavian countries do not have neutrality laws, 
but maintain strict neutrality policies. And it is significant 
that the Scandinavian countries were able to remain neutral 
throughout the World War with -that conflict raging in their 
back yards. 
· The first essential to the maintenance of neutrality is a 

strong national defense. History has demonstrated that the 
neutral rights of nations are not respected by the belligerents · 
in war unless the neutral is powerful enough to enforce re
spect. Even such a potentially powerful nation as the United 
States, which . found -itself. woefully unprepared at the out
break of the World War and far from prepared even when 
we entered the conflict, had its neutral rights disregarded and 
our nationals and our ships subjected to all sorts of indig
nities. by England before Germany began sinking our ships 
and killing American citizens. 
· But surely it would be far safer for the United States to 

adopt a strong policy of actual neutrality than a phony, 
unneutral proposal such as we find in the original Bloom bill. 
Under the Constitution, the President is entrusted with ~;,he 
conduct of foreign relations. But Congress and Congress 
alone can declare war. In view of the highly explosive state 
of affairs in Europe, Congress should be taken more into the 
confidence of the administration about the developments in 
the Old World. And, above all, Congress should be con
sulted before any action is taken that would have the effect 
of committing us to war. Congress should be consulted be
fore-not after-the deed is done and America's course is 
beyond the control of Congress. 

Wars do not come overnight, as a rule. Wars usually 
come as a consequence of a train of events. We have seen 
the long and hideous shadow of a general war in Europe for . 
more than a year now. No one has any doubt about the 
eventual outbreak of hostilities. Only the time for the start 
of the war is obscure to us. 

Perhaps it is unnecessary for Congress to remain in ses
sion indefinitely awaiting the outbreak of war. Perhaps it 
may come before this s:ssion adjourns. In any event, if 
Congress is not in session when some new emergency arises, 
Congress should be convened at once. Congress could enact 
any emergency measures necessary to meet any special cir
cumstances that might arise. And thus we might avert and 
avoid the necessity of American boys ever again going to fight 
a war on foreign soil. 

No Member of this House wants to go home and tell his 
constituents he voted for a measure, which even remotely 
held the danger of war within its four corners. Therefore, 
I urge the Members of this House to hesitate and to reflect 
before they vote for any so-called neutrality law, which 
would have the practical effect of aiding and abetting any 
nation or set of nations in the Old World in this coming 
war. [Applause.] 
. · Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. WHITEJ. 

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Chairman·, I am for strict 
neutrality in dealing with foreign countries,· and firmly ad
here to the principles laid down by our first President. 
George Washington, in his farewell address. 

Few of us today realize, or can appreciate the dangerous 
difficulties met and overcome by our early Presidents in 
guiding our country through perilous times of an early exist
ence, and establishing the Nation on a firm foundation of 
freedom and independence. 

History tells us that President Washington postponed his 
retirement to Mount Vernon on account of the "perplexed 
and critical posture of our affairs with foreign nations." It . 

is difficult for us today with our secure and well-defined 
borders, with our closely welded and tested Union, with our 
long and popular tradition-but lately disturbed-of indiffer
ence to the quarrels of the Old World, to realize how danger
ously exposed we were in the earliest years of the Republic 
to the storms of European politics. The Revolution, al
though it secured our political independence, did not make 
us economically independent of Europe. After the war, as 
before it, our prosperity depended on our foreign commerce. 
Manufactures were in their infancy. Laborers were scarce 
and land was abundant. Our enormous surplus of foodstuffs, 
lumber and timber, fish, and tobacco had to be exchanged 
abroad for the luxuries, and even for some of the bare neces
sities, of civilized life. We were vitally concerned, therefore, 
in the commercial policy of the European maritime and colo-

, nial powers-France, Spain, Holland, and Great Britain. 
Furthermore, the land between the Alleghenies and the Mis
sissippi was a vast "arena of friction." Indian tribes and 
confederacies still harassed our settlements as they spread 
northward from the Ohio and southward from the Cumber
land, while the agents of England and Spain, our neighbors 
on the mirth and south, were busy with a disavowed but 
rather obvious propaganda to encourage the Indians in their 
resistance to the establishment of our authority in the lands 
which had been ceded to us by the Treaty of Paris. England 
even retained garrisons in half a dozen fur posts strung 
along the Lakes from Dutchman's Point on Lake Champlain 
to Mackinaw on Lake Michigan-all in the territory of the 
United States. 

Our diplomatic relations also were highly unsatisfactory. With 
Spain, who had been the ally of our ally France in the Revolution, 
we had made no treaty at all in 1783, nor were we able to conclude 
one in the critical years that followed, although Spa.nish control 
of the Mississippi and Spanish possession of Florida (lying all 
along our sou~hern border) made an agreement concerning the 
navigation of the river and the policing of the hostile tribes of 
Creeks and Cherokees an imperative necessity. With France we 
had a treaty, the earliest in our national history, dating from 
the dark days of the American Revolution (1778). But as this 
treaty was in the form of an alliance, pledging us under certain 
conditions to fight by the side of France for the protection of her 
American (West Indian) possessions, and giving her the privilege 
of using our ports for her prizes of war, it proved eventually to be 
more of an embarrassment to us than the lack of a treaty with 
Spain. As to England, there was, of course, the famous treaty of 
1783. But instead of settlin~old disputes, this treaty only opened 
new ones. Every article in it, except the first, which recognized 
the independence of the United States, led to contention and 
mutual charges of bad faith. 

To deal with the delicate diplomatic situation we should have had 
a well-organized department of foreign affairs, with the tradition 
of a firm and consistent policy, backed by the strength of the 
united Nation. Instead of that, when Jefferson assumed the office 
of Secretary of State, in the spring of 1790, he inherited a legacy 
of mistrust and contempt bequeathed by the weak Government 
of the critical period. It was certain, under these conditions, that 
the first serious strife among the maritime nations of Europe 
would be the signal for trouble in America. And, indeed, it looked 
as if that trouble were at hand in the very first year of Washing
ton's government, when Great Britain threatened to go to war 
with Spain over the seizure of British ships attempting to establish 
a trading post on the western coast of America at Nootka Sound. 
In case of war the British would probably march across our terri
tory from Canada to attack the Spaniards on the Mississippi. 
They would kindle war in Florida and L9uisiana and rouse the 
Indian tribes on our borders. Fortunately, the war cloud blew 
over and our country was left in an apprehensive state of peace 
during Washington's first administration, to establish the Federal 
Government. 

Hardly was Washington seated in office for a second time, how
ever, when the storm burst. In the first days of April 1793 a British 
packet sailed into New York bearing ominous news. The French 
Republic, whose baptismal victory over the Prussians at ·valmy the 
Americans had celebrated with civic feasts and processions, with 
bell ringings and banquets, only a few weeks before, had fallen into 
the hands of the radicals, who had guillotined their King, hurled 
defiance against all the thrones of Europe, and added England, 
Holland, and Sardinia to the list of their enemies in arms. A few 
days after the arrival of this news citizen Edmond Genet, the 
Minister from the French Republic to the United States, landed in 
Charleston with "the smell of blood on his ambassadorial gar
ments." Genet was enthusiastic, vain, rash, and emotional. He 
came not as a diplomat but as the agent of the French Republic. 
Even before his credentials were presented at Philadelphia he began 
to violate the principles of international courtesy and law, equip
ping vessels in our ports to fight the British, enlisting our seamen, 
establishing courts for the condemnation of prizes, ordering French 
consuls to carry out his belligerent plans, demanding an advance 
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payment of the interest on the French loan for the purchase of 
war supplies. 

As Genet was making a triumphal progress up to Philadelphia, 
feted by the Francophile Republicans of the Southern States, the 
President summoned his Cabinet for advice as to how to treat the 
new envoy. Should he be officially received and the republic which 
sent him recognized? If so, what would be the effect of our rela
tions with those maritime countries with which the French Re
public was at war and with which our trade was flourishing? There 
was the embarrassing Treaty of Alliance of 1778 with France, pledg
ing us to fight her battles and opening our ports to her prizes. 
Was there occasion now for France to demand fulfillment of the 
pledge and so involve us in a war with Great Britain? The Cabinet 
agreed unanimously that Genet should be received, but that, at 
the same time, a proclamation should be issued forbidding our 
citizens "to take part in any hostilities on land or sea with any 
of the belligerent powers" or to carry contraband goods to their 
ports. Washington published the proclamation on the very day 
that Genet entered the Capital, April 22, 1793. 

''THE PROCLAMATION 

"Whereas it appears that a state of war exists between Austria, 
Prussia, Sardinia, Great Britain, and the United Netherlands, of the 
one part, and France on the other; and the duty and interest of 
the United States require, that they sho1,1ld with sincerity and good 
faith adopt and pursue a conduct friendly and impartial toward 
the belligerent powers: 

"I have, therefore, thought fit by these presents to declare the 
disposition of the United States to observe the conduct aforesaid 
towards those powers respectively; and to exhort and warn the 
citizens of the United States carefully to avoid all acts and pro
ceedings whatsoever, which may in any manner tend to contravene 
such disposition. 

"And I do hereby also make known, that whosoever of the citizens 
of the United States shall render himself liable to punishment or 
forfeiture under the law of nations, by committing, aiding, or abet
ting hostilities against any of the said powers, or by carrying to 
any of them those articles which are deemed contraband by the 
modern usage of nations, will not receive the protection of the 
United States, against such punishment or forfeiture; and further, 
that I have given instructions to those officers, to whom it belongs, 
to cause prosecutions to be instituted against all persons, who shall, 
within the cognizance of the courts of the United i>tates, violate 
the law of nations, with respect to the powers at war, or any of 
them • • •." 

France had sent us men, ships, and money to help secure our 
independence. France was our ally now, and England a surly neu
tral. France was a republic, proclaiming the end of the reign of 
despots and of the privileges of aristocrats in the Old World as 
we had proclaimed it in the New World. France had thrown open 
her ports to us, while England forbade us to use them. Should 
we treat our enemy better than our ally? We had dismissed Genet 
for overstepping the bounds of propriety, but we tamely allowed 
England to retain our fur posts, to se~ our ships, and to impress 
our sailors. If the French faction did not want war with England, 
at least they were willing to go to the very verge of war. 

But Washington was determined to have peace. In April 1794 
he appointed John Jay, Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, as 
special envoy to Great Britain to negotiate a treaty. 

Our first President, having successfully guided our Nation 
through all the dangers that beset the Government by 
firmly establishing the principles of neutrality, left for our 
guidance, in turning over the responsibilities of our Govern
ment to his successor, the principles laid down in the im
perishable words of his Farewell Address, which have been 
foilowed in making America a Nation that is preeminent 
among world powers. 

Let us heed the advice of Washington today and not yield 
to the "insidious wiles of foreign influence," and remember 
his admonition to "observe good faith and justice toward 
all nations; cultivate peace and harmony with all." Religion 
and morality enjoin this conduct, and can it be that good 
policy does not equally enjoin it? It will be worthy of a 
free, enlightened, and, at no distant period, a great Nation, 
to give to mankind the magnanimous and too novel example 
of a people always guided by an exalted justice and benevo
lence. Who can doubt but in the course of time and things 
the fruits of such a plan would richly repay any temporary 
advantages which might be lost by a steady adherence to 
it; can it be that providence has not connected the perma
nent felicity of a nation with its virtue? The experiment, 
at least is recommended by every sentiment which ennobles 
human nature. Alas, is it rendered impossible by its vices? 

In the execution of such a plan nothing is more essential 
than that permanent, inveterate antipathies against particular 
nations and passionate attachments for others should be excluded: 
and that, in place of them, just and amiable feelings toward all 
6hould be cultivated. 

And remember that he cautioned: 
A passionate attachment of one nation for another produces a 

variety of evils. Sympathy for the favorite nation, facilitating the 
allusion of an imaginary common interest, in cases where no real 
common interest exists, and infusing into one the enmities of 
the other, betrays the former into a participation in the quarrels 
and wars of the latter, without adequate inducements or justifica
tions. It leads also to concessions to the favorite nation, ·or privi
leges denied to others, which is apt doubly to injure the nation 
making the concessions, by unnecessary parting with what ought 
to have been retained, and by exciting jealousy, ill-will, and a 
disposition to retaliate in the parties from whom equal privileges 
are withheld; and it gives to ambitious, corrupted or deluded cit
izens who devote themselves to the favorite nation, facility to be
tray or sacrifice the interests of their own country, without odium, 
sometimes even with popularity; gliding with the appearances of a 
virtuous sense of obligation, a commendable deference for public 
opinion, or a laudable zeal for public good, the base or foolish com
pliances of ambition, corruption, or infatuation. 

As avenues of foreign influence in innumerable ways, such attach
ments are particularly alarming to the truly enlightened and in
dependent patriot. 

And for guidance-
The great rule of conduct for us, in regard to foreign nations, is, 

in extending our commercial relations, to have with them as little 
political connection as possible. So far as we have already formed 
engagements, let them be fulfilled with perfect good faith. Here 
let us stop. 

Europe has a set of primary interests, which to us have none, 
or a very remote relation. Hence, she must be engaged in frequent 
controversies, the causes of which are essentially foreign to our 
concerns. Hence, therefore, it must be unwise in us to implicate 
ourselves, by artificial ties, in the ordinary vicissitudes of her 
politics, or the ordinary combinations and collisions or her friend
ships or enmities. 

Our detached and distant situation invites and enables us to 
pursue a different course. If we remain one people, under an 
efficient government, the period is not far off when we may defy 
material injury from external annoyance; when we may take such 
an attitude as w.ill cause the neutrality we may at any time re
solve upon, to be scrupulously respected; when belligerent nations, 
under the· impossibility of making acquisitions upon us, will not 
lightly hazard the giving us provocation, when we may choose 
peace or war, as our interest, guided by justice, shall counsel. 

Why forego the advantages of so peculiar a situation? Why 
quit our own to stand upon foreign ground? Why, by interweav
ing our destiny with that of any part of Europe, entangle our 
peace and prosperity in the toils of European ambition, rivalship, 
interest, humor, or caprice? 

It is our true policy to steer clear of permanent alliance with 
any portio~ of the foreign world; so far, I mean, as we are now at 
liberty to do it; for let me not be understood as capable of patron
izing infidelity to existing engagements. I hold the maxim no 
less applicable to public than private affairs, that honesty is 
always the best policy. I repeat it, therefore, let those engage
ments be observed in their genuine sense. But in my opinion, it 
is unnecessary, and would be unwise to extend them. 

Taking care always to keep ourselves by suitable establishments 
on a respectable defensive posture, we may safely trust to 
temporary alliances for extraordinary emergencies. 

Harmony and a liberal intercourse with all nations are recom
mended by policy, humanity, and interest. But even our com
mercial policy should hold an equal and impartial hand; neither 
seeking nor granting exclusive favors or preferences; consulting the 
natural course of things; diffusing and diversifying by gentle means 
the streams of commerce, but forcing nothing; establishing with 
powers so disposed, in order to give trade a stable course, to define 
the rights of our merchants, and to enable the Government to 
support them, conventional rules of intercourse, the best that 
present circumstances and mutual opinion will permit, but tem
porary and liable to be from time to time abandoned or varied as 
experience and circumstances shall dictate; constantly keeping in 
view that it is folly in one nation to look for disinterested favors 
from another. 

And today, in light of the experience of the years since 
our Nation was founded, as a Member of this Hoi.tse, I sanc
thm his statement as did the Members of Congress 146 years 
ago, when he said: 

My proclamation of the 22d of April 1793 is the index to my 
plan, sanctioned by your approving voice and by that of your Rep
resentatives in both Houses of Congress, the spirit of that measure 
has continually governed me, uninfluenced by any attempts to 
deter or divert me from it. 

After deliberate examination, with the aid of the best lights I 
could obtain, I was well satisfied that our country, under all the 
circumstances of the case, had a right to take and was bound, in 
duty and interest, to take a neutral position. Having taken it, I 
determined, as far as should depend upon me, to maintain it with 
moderation, perseverance, and firmness. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, let us firmly adhere to the 
principles of neutrality and deal justly and equitably with 
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all foreign nations with malice toward none and friendship 
for all. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr .. PATRicK]. 

Mr. PATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I realize that an adequate 
speech cannot be made on this subject in any 3 minutes. I 
st.uted off with the idea in mind of having 20 minutes. 

I realize, of course, that this is not a perfect bill that has 
emanated from any one brain. Much has been said about 
those who have contributed to the bill. We must not for
get the hand of Secretary Cordell Hull and his .part in it. 
Contributions have been made by others, even from the 
negative side of the subject, and still other contributions will 
go into the bill before its consideration is completed. 

I realize, and I think we all realize, that the foreign policy 
of the United States is its first line of defense. Nothing 
is ever lost in an international relations policy by reason of 
clarity, plain dealing, candor, and a fair way of handling 
affairs. There are a few things that must be done in carry
ing out the Nation's foreign policy and. there are a few things 
that we cannot forget, some things about which the United 
States must say, "Tllis is ours, and we maintain it." That 
is done here, not as forcibly as it could be done, but as much 
as is dared to be done. This makes for peace and security, 
makes for the sort of thing that people understand. Would 
you rather in your personal affairs deal with a man when 
you know nothing of what is going on in his heart, or with 
one who has expressed himself, and you know where he 
stands? This is the issue: Whether a positive, absolute 
method of dealing with something set out in metes and 
bounds that are held up to the Nation shall obtain, or 
whether there shall be employed a method of inertia, in
activity, and negation. This, as I see it, is the iss·ue here, 
the only ·thing on which any great issue has been drawn. 
So we have here the land of Thomas Jefferson, the country 
of Stephen Decatur and John Hay, the land in which Mon
roe laid down his famous doctrine. The policies outlined 
in the early days ·were clear enough, were they not? When
ever we have here a measure that can be brought before us 
that deals in fairness and sets up specific things on which 
we can put our finger and say, "This is what Uncle Sam 
will do," do not forget that whenever we move among nations 
and deal in international relations we always have to deal 
through the heads of the nation in a moving, changing pic
ture; we must act through proclam~tion-proclamation by 
the Nation's head. This is what we are trying to say and 
do in the ·powers that are being given to the Chief Executive 
by this act. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the gen

tleman from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER]. 
SELLING ARMS 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, the sole issue, in my 
judgment, is whether or not the arms embargo shall be con
tinued. That policy was adopted by the almost unanimous 
action of this Congress 4 years ago. 

We are now on the verge, apparently, of another cataclysm. 
There is a difference of opinion as to whether or not our fail
ure to embargo arms 20 years ago brought us into the World 
War, but it cannot be successfully denied that we followed 
then the ·policy of international law which is now so earnestly 
w·ged as the prescription for our economic and international 
ills. We reelected a President upon the proposition that he 
kept us out of war; yet within 4 months after that, under this 
international law that we hear so highly touted now, America 
went into the war and from the consequences of that holo
caust we are still struggling to free ourselves. 

Mr. Chairman, 4 years ago this Congress solemnly resolved 
that we would do away with arms sales in the event of war. 
I hear it suggested that we leave freedom to the President. 
We decided after the World War that we would not guarantee 
the status quo. That was the meaning of the decision of 
America to stay out of the League of Nations; yet today we 
are being led toward the holocaust of war, not merely to 
guarantee the status quo but in order to follow a new and 

insidious doctrine of collective security which is held by those 
in high authority. 

LIMITING POWERS OF PRESIDENT 

We decided to limit the powers of the President and the 
Secretary of State because they were honest enough to tell 
us exactly what they believed. They believed that they 
should unite with the so-called democracies, in which they 
include Russia, the greatest· and most sinister dictatorship 
on this earth, to prevent other countries from recovering 
what we ourselves at Versailles condemned as an unwise and 
unjust treaty-one that deprived great powers of things they 
should rightly have. Yet today we are being led again to the , 
brink of · that abyss. I ask that America stand by the policy 
solemnly adopted 4 years ago and that we keep America on a 
peacetime economy. 

I recognize the subtle distinctions which may be drawn as 
to the sale of arms and other implements of war. I agree 
with all that. One may even point out that this goes to a 
substantial extent in the direction of that assistance to cer:.. 
tain countries that some so much desire. But I say that 
America can guard its heritage by keeping our economy on a 
peacetime basis rather than by making America a great 
arsenal. France and Britain have not the gold to pay for a 
single year of war. That means we must either extend them 
credit or take goods in exchange. And all for what? To · 
preserve the status quo that the statesmen of Great Britain 
themselves admit is utterly indefensible. [Applause.] 

WAR OR PEACE? 

The question of war or peace vitally concerns every town 
and every citizen of the United States. It is well that Con- · 
gress and the country should pause occasionally to consider 
the direction in which we are being led. 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, and Holland kept out of the 
World War, although those countries were on the very edge 
of the abyss with myriad daily contacts with both sides. , 
Keeping America out of war should be much simpler when we 
contemplate our strength and our resources and the 3,000 
miles of ocean that separate us from the scene of conflict. . 

What mysterious power cultivates so insistently and insid- 1 

-iously the idea that America must necessarily be involved in ' 
any future war? That idea is public enemy No. 1 to persuade 
us immediately to join Europe in choosing sides. 

Congress by an overwhelmi;ng majority has adopted a cer
tain policy to keep us out of war. Now it is proposed · to 
change that policy in order, as everyone admits, to help one 
side in what is believed to be an impending conflict. By no 
stretch of the imagination can that be called neutrality. 

WHAT IS THE ISSUE? 

The immediate iss-qe is as to what rules the Congress shall 
lay down for the conduct of our foreign relations in the event 
of war. At the present time in the event of war the President 
is obliged to stop all shipment of arms and munitions to any 
of the belligerents. The President wishes to do away 'with 
this limitation and permit belligerents to buy arms and muni:.. 
tions here, providing they pay for them in cash and take them 
away in other than American ships. 

England and France are very much concerned that they 
shall be able to buy arms and munitions in this country iri 
the event of a European war. The British Navy would pre.:. 
sumably control the sea and be able to carry the munitions 
to Europe; America would thus become a great arsenal for 
supplYing Britain and France. 

GOOD BUSINESS OR FOOL'S GOLD 

At first flush this seems like a good business proposition. 
Those who oppose this proposal, however, point out that the 
gold supplies of Britain and France are now depleted to such 
an extent that they would be able to pay for these munitions 
in cash only for a very limited period, even assuming we 
wanted any more gold. Fool's gold it has well been called. 
Thereafter we should be obliged to take goods of some char
acter in exchange. This would mean that while we would 
occupy some Americans in making munitions we would throw 
other Americans out of employment in the industries affected 
by the imports from abroad. Gradually our entire economy 
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would become dislocated. America would find itself on a war 
basis until finally our participation in the war might again 
seem the only solution of our troubles. Some suggest that 
this is a part .of the plan. 

This past week, coincident with the return of the King and 
Queen to London, it . was announced that discussions were 
underway regarding the refunding of the British debt in order 
to clear the path for further loans from America~ 

WHAT DOES TWS MEAN TO AMERICA? 

Every town in America contributed boys to the last war, 
and some of them never returned. This will be even more 
the case in the next war, as the instruments of destruction 
have so terrifically increased. As we witness the havoc 
wrought by the last war on our economic structure-with the 
consequences of which we have been struggling for the past 
decade-one is compelled to wonder what would be the re
sults upon our economy of embarking in another major war, 
not with the comparatively puny debts of 1914 but with a 
national debt now approaching $45,000,000,000. 

TWO SIDES 

Let us be fair and admit that there are two sides to this 
argwnent and that there are many sincere and patriotic 
Americans ranged on each side. 

COLLECTIVE SECURITY 

One point of view emphasizes collective security. The 
advocates of this viewpoint insist that dictatorships are now 
abroad ravaging the world. The gangster tactics of certain 
world rulers, it is urged, are more and more evident, and 
their objectives are becoming clear. · Meanwhile the great 
democracies of the earth, represented by Great Britain and 
France~ find themselves increasingly pressed on every hand 
with the prospect of . a major conflict with the totalitarian 
powers in Europe and in Asia. 

The possibility is persuasively portrayed that Germany, 
Italy, and Japan may gang up on France and England and 
destroy the British Empire and then at their leisure move 
on America. Accordingly, it is urged that it is much more 
prudent for America to take a hand in the struggle before 
it is too late and save Great Britain and France from destruc
tion, at least by furnishing arms and ammunition and other 
supplies, and, if necessary, by armed intervention on the part 
of the United States. 

AN AMERICAN VD:WPOINT 

The opponents of collective security argue that the danger 
<>f disintegration of the British Empire is greatly exaggerated 
and that Europe possesses all the forces necessary to curb 
the totalitarian states. The vast strength of the British 
Empire, both in men and materials, is pointed out--with 
almost 50 percent of the resources of .the inhabitable globe 
in the possession of Great Britain and with a navy that domi
nates the seven seas. 

The smaller democracies of Europe are meanwhile in inti
mate contact with the scene. They remained out of the ln.st 
war because they did not apparentlY believe their .vital in
terests to be involved and suffered comparativelY little harm. 
While they individually are · of small consequence, they collec
tively represent a considerable force and also considerable 
resources. They are far more vitally involved than the Uruted 
States in the preMrvation of democracy in Europe and may 
be depended upon ·to act when, as, and if they believe de
mocracy is really at stake. 

In addition there is Russia with its vast resources and man
power and potentialities of various kinds. There is nothing 
to indicate that Russia proposes to let Germany, Italy, or 
Japan become dominant in the world as their ambitions and 
ideologies clash at a hundred di1Ierent points, and sooner or 
later the Russian deluge will let loose. Russia has a variety 
of vital interests in Europe .and in Asia that must inevitably 
become involved in any major European or Asiatic strife, and 
Russia may be depended upon to see to it that neither Ger
many nor Japan become dominant in the world scene. 

The British are obviously reluctant to do business with 
Stalin since he is fully as ruthless a dictator as any ruler in 
the world. This demonstrates, however, that the proble1n iS 
not one of ideologies but of the age-old racial and territorial 

quarrels of Europe and Asia with which America has no pri
mary concern. 

Great Britain would very much prefer t.o do business with 
the United States. The only difficulty is that we have no 
vital interests that are immediately involved since our trade 
stakes in either Asia or Europe are not worth a month of war 
nor the life of a single American dougbb(}y. 

ADEQUATE AltMAMENT 

There is a strongly American point of view that desires to 
see America adequately prepared to protect the American 
hemisphere north and south against em·roachment of any 
kind and then to bide our time and wait and watch develop
ments across the sea without involving our3elves in entangling 
alliances or committing ourselves to the course that we shall 
follow in any circumstances when they arise. 

Meanwhile, it will be well for America to give very serious 
thought to foreign affairs and to the sacrifices that are in
evitably involved in any major con:tlict overseas. Not the last 
of the sacrifices will be the remnants of our democracy, as 
America is altogether likely to go totalitalian the day war is 
declared. 

MIND OUR BUSINESS 

The President apparently has a Messianic complex to make 
the world safe for what he terms "democracy," although this 
includes the most ruthless dictatorship the world has ever seen 
in Soviet Russia. No challenge of his sincerity is involved in 
pausing to consider before plunging America into the mael
strom of another war. 

America may yet be the "lost horizon" where some sem
blance of our civilization may be preserved. 

The historic policy of America laid down by George Wash
ington i.s to mind our own business. We violated that prin
ciple in the last war and are still struggling with the con
sequences. 

Great Britain has grown great and has contributed greatly 
to the progress of civilization and the stabilization of society 
by looking strictly after its own particular interests and not 
permitting purely sentimental or idealistic considerations to 
determine its course of action in various portions .of the globe. 

America may profitably study this example and be sure that 
the vital interests of America are at stake before we become 
involved in controversies in other hemispheres. 

Let America get ready. Then let America be still 
I Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 

Pennsylvania [Mr. KuNKEL] such time as he may desire. 
Mr. KUNKEL. Mr. Chairman, I intend to vote against the 

Bloom bill in its present form. In my opinion, section 4 is at 
least as objectionable as section 3, which the committ~ has 
indicated will be deleted from the bill by a committee amend
ment. There is little use arguing against the Bloom bill, 
because, thus far, the arguments advanced in its favor have 
only been directed toward the bill with the first "whereas" 
clause and section 16-the repeal clause-included and the 
rest of the bill entirely eliminated. As to a bill in this form, 
some very eloquent but somewhat questionable arguments 
have been made. The chief claim of the proponents of the 
present bill is that it grants the Executive no powers which 
he does not already possess under the Constitution. Conse
quently, to pass the bill, except for the above referred to parts, 
~ould be a useless gesture. If this argument of the pro
ponents is so, it is certainly ridiculous for Congress to hand 
out powers it does not possess to a branch of the Government 
which a1ready possesses them. If this argument is so, why 
shou1d Congress assume, or attempt to assume, a responsi
bility which it does not have when, under the Constitution, it 
lacks the power to control the incidents of this responsibility? 
Clearly under this argument this bill rests an unwarranted 
responsibility on the Congress, while the executive branch 
retains the complete power which it always has had under 
the Constitution and always will have unless the Constitution 
is amended. 

On the other hand, if this argument of the proponents is 
not so, then clearly, by the language of the bill, we are grant-
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ing extensive powers to the Presidential office. This would be 
most unfortunate, particularly when we do not know in ad
vance what powers may or may not be necessary and useful 
under conditions which may or may not materialize in the . 
future. 

Whether we hesitate to give or assume to give additional 
powers to the Presidential office because of doubts as to 
whether they should be given, or whether we hesitate to trans
fer those powers because they cast such a tremendous burden 
and responsibility on the Presidential office, it seems to me 
that we should vote against this bill. 

In conclusion, all I have to say is that no matter what kind 
or' a bill is passed here this afternoon-be it good, bad, or 
indifferent-it is my hope and prayer that in any event we 
do not become involved in any foreign wars. We can talk all 
we want to about what the Congress can do to prevent a war, 
and what the President can do, and what the Secretary of 
State can do, but in the last analysis, in my opinion, it is 
going to depend on the state of mind of the great body of 
good, sound American citizens. If they do not permit them
selves to be swayed by propaganda and hysteria, but continue 
to view current conditions with their customary good judg
ment and good sense, this country will not become embroiled 
in a war. [Applause.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself the balance of . 
the time remaining on this side. 
. Mr. Chairman, I am convinced that if this bill is adopted 

without the arms embargo and a war breaks out in Europe, . 
we will be in that war following our arms traffic and. be send
ing our youth over there within 6 months. I am also con
vinced that if we get into another world. war, we will come 
out of that war a bankrupt Nation, win or lose. I am further 
convinced that if we get into another world war, we will 
lose our own free institutions and come out of that war 
either a Fascist or a Communist nation. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 

desire to the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. PIERCE]. 
Mr. PIERCE of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, as I look back 

over my record of a little more than 6 years in this House, 
I can recall but few of my votes on important measures 
which I would now change, regretting the position I took 
when the bills were up for final passage. One outstanding 
exception to the record which appears to me fairly satis
factory is the present neutrality law. I voted for it because 
it seemed to be a solution and we were fascinated by the 
word "neutrality." It was in the air. Most of us voted for 
it. Many times I have been sorry that I did so. If I interpret 
correctly the story of world affairs since the passage of that 
neutrality legislation, I must conclude that it has offered 
great encouragement to the aggressor nations, namely Ger
many, Italy, and Japan. Indeed, as far as shipment of muni
tions is concerned, we were neutra-l in the great conflict in 
Spain and, as a result, the fires of liberty and freedom 
which were glowing brightly in that country such a short 
time ago have been extinguished, and today, if reports are 
true, thousands of the fine patriotic men and women of 
Spain are facing the firing squads. Yes, we refused to sell 
arms to a nation begging to buy them, thus remaining 
"neutral" while helpless, struggling people went down before 
foreign conquerors, who used the arms and munitions fur
nished those aggressor nations-Italy and Germany. Dur
ing all the time the conflict was going on, Italy and Ger
many denied that their soldiers were, in any numbers, fight
ing in Spain or that they were furnishing munitions and 
airplanes. We now have incontrovertible evidence from 
their own present boasts that what they then said was not 
the truth. I cannot imagine that any Member of this House 
wants to see the reign of Hitler further extended throughout 
Europe, wants to see Hitler "kultur" imposed upon the world. 

We know that in our attempt to be neutral, under the 
present law, China is being slowly conquered in an unde
clared war waged by one of the aggressor nations. Genghis 
Khan and Tamerlane were never, in their most bloody cam
paigns, more cruel than is the present conqueror of China. 

By allowing Japan to buy in our ports the larger portion of 
the raw materials which they converted into instruments of . 
destruction, we have aided another ruthless aggressor. 

No sane, right-minded person wants war. Not a Member 
of this House would, under any· conditions, vote for war if 
it could possibly be prevented. But, unfortunately, the deci
sion on war may not be made on this floor nor by the Mem
bers of this Congress. If we are again forced into a war it 
will, in all probability, be because of conditions we are help
less to prevent. The question for us to consider is what legis
lation will be the most valuable in keeping us out of the 
coming conflict. I think the great majority of the students 
today freely admit that a great . conflict seems imminent, 
and not because the democracies of western Europe desire 
it. They know they must defend their own sources of food 
supplies, and their own shores. They cannot submit to the 
surrender of further territory, as they have unfortunately 
done in Austria and Czechoslovakia. When the next great 
push comes, engineered by Hitler and the group behind him, 
resistance must be offered by France and England. Further 
concessions on their part will be a confession of fatal weak
ness . 
. This legislation which we are now considering and will 

finally: enact will in all probability be the law by which we · 
shall be governed when the next great conflict comes, whether 
it is in the immediate future or removed some years. If we 
can, from their past conduct, forecast the plans of Hitler and: 
Mussolini, then we must conclude that the conflict is in-

. evitable. I am well aware, as we all are, that such a war . 
would result in annihilation of the tangible evidences of great· 
civilizations. Airplanes coming over by thousands, dropping . 
their bombs on Paris, London, and the industrial centers of. 
western democracies, would leave complete wreckage. Of 
course, if aggression comes, the European democracies must 
fight back. They cannot surrender achievements of a thou- . 
sand years and allow Hitler and Mussolini to divide the world 
between them, reducing proud people to the position of mere 
slaves and serfs. They must resist strongly with all the mod
ern resources at their command or face horrible conse
quences-helpless, absolutely helpless, in this day of machin
ery and chemicals used for destruction of human beings. 

There is little chance of a rise of the common people in . a 
rebellion in Italy or Germany. Modern methods of destruc
tion are so ruthless, instruments of war are so terrible and 
so controlled by governments, and chemicals in quantity are 
so essential, there is simply no opportunity for those in oppo
sition to tyrants to rise, throw off the yoke, and establish 
different forms of government. In the centuries of the past. 
when our ancestors could go into the forests and fashion bows 
or stout clubs in preparation for a clash with the best-trained 
troop of despots, there was a possible ~hance for an uprising, 
but there is precious little today, in this day of secret police. 
concentration camps, purges, and mass executions. So if the 
reign of the aggressors is to be resisted, that resistance must 
come when the aggressor nations fix the time by making de
mands to which the western democracies cannot accede. It 
is my opinion that time would have arrived before this had it 
not been for the message of our President addressed to Hitler, 
causing the war vendors of Germany to stop, listen, and con
sider. They have worked up such a spirit of war, accumulated 
such a mass of machinery and bombs, and are kept at such 
fever heat that the slightest incident may push some group 
over the danger line and then the conflict will be on. 

Is any Member of this House so forgetful of the history of 
civilization as to think we could preserve the neutrality re
quired under the present law if England and France were 
begging us to sell them guns and airplanes for their defense?. 
If they offer to pledge the balances that they hold in our 
banks and the last remnants of their gold, can we refuse to 
make such sales? Should we resist their pleas? 

I am for this bill because I have faith that our President 
is just as desirous of keeping us out of war as is any Member 
on this floor. I am for this bill because the Secretary of 
State, Cordell Hull, has said publicly that he believes the 
right to sell arms and munitions of war in case of a conflict 
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would be potent toward peace and not for war. He spent 
years in this House and in the other body, always honestly 
in the service of the people, and while I have doubted the 
wisdom of some of his decisions since he has been Secretary 
of State, no one doubts his integrity nor his desire to main
tain peace and to p-reserve American institutions. 

I am for this bill because it does the very thing public 
opinion will force us to do ·should we some day, in the near or 
distant future, read in the papers that much of London is in 
ashes and Paris a ruin. The most bitter opponent of this 
bill could not resist the public indignation which would flame 
all over our country should this disaster come and this House 
continue to refuse to send munitions of war to the suffering, 
bleeding democracies of western Europe. I know many on 
this floor firid much pleasure in bitterly criticizing England 
and at times she and her statesmen certainly merit the most 
vehement denunciation. We should not, however, forget 
that we speak the English language, and that English tradi
tions and English history, with all its mistakes, have been 
the background from which has come our American institu
tions. We must acknowledge that our heritage of freedom 
came largely as a result of their struggles. Sad, indeed, 
would be the day for America, should Hitler and Mussolini 
rule supreme and Britannia no longer "rule the waves." 

I am for this bill because it is a clear-cut attempt to go 
just as far back as we can go to the old law of international 
relations, which is the outgrowth of the customs of the cen
turies. Time after time, en this floor, I have heard difierent 
Members speak bitter words about our entrance into the 
great World War. I am one who still believes that we went 
into that war to save civilization from a German peace, and 
that, while we made tremendous sacrifices of lives and of 
money and of morale and stability, we -did prevent world
wide domination of German militarism in a most terrible 
form. I believe it would then have been imposed upon the 
world and that by this time we would have been forced to 
isolate ourselves from Europe, which would have meant a 
complete reversal of our economy. Future historians will, I 
think, give full credit to the heroes of that struggle for saving 
a civilization which we must now protect by taking a stand 
through legislation, happily not through warfare. 

I do not belong to that class which cries for peace at any 
price and advocates avoidance of war under any and all con
ditions. I think one of the worst things that came to America 
in that trying period of the World War was the sentiment
which swept through the land with the expression "We are I 
too proud to fight." It made the German general staff believe 
that under no condition would we fight. Had England during 
the last days of July 1914, speaking through Lord Grey, said 
to the Kaiser: "If you invade France by way of Belgium and 
make a scrap of paper of that treaty pr-otecting the neutrality 
of Belgium, and solemnly entered into, then you will meet 
the full force of the British Empire, for we will be on the side 
of France," then the Kaiser would never have brought on the 
World War. 

If we pass this neutrality act by a good, strong vote, I be
lieve it will have a deterrent influence on Hitler and· Mussolini, 
as did Roosevelt's letter some weeks ago. If Hitler and Mus
soHni really know that the factories and farms of America 
could be used to supply the French and English armi-es, I 
believe they will be very reluctant to bring on the conflict. If, 
on the other hand, this legislation should fail, then the aggres
sor nations, Germany and Italy and Japan, will believe that 
our country is so divided there can be no united support for 
the democracies of the world, and they will be more apt to 
precipitate the struggle. 

I shall vote for the pending bill because I believe it is a war 
deterrent, because I believe it will do more than any other 
course we can follow to ward off the continued aggressions of 
Hi tier and Mussolini. 

The debate on this neutrality bill is the most interesting 
and important that has taken place in this House since I have 
been a Member of it. Many of our keenest and ablest Mem
bers have analyzed the situation from every angle, have set. 
forth their vie-ws in carefully written and most. eloquentlll 

·spoken words. Those who have been schooled by committee 
hearings and intensive study have brought to us statements of 
their conclusions which afford guidance to those of us who 
have not had the advantages of such stores of information. 
An old farmer from the mountains of eastern Oregon cannot 
hope to compete with brilliant colleagues who have taken part 
in this discussion. Because I do feel so strongly on this mat
ter I have gladly accepted the opportunity to make a few 
observations which appear to me to be important. I have, 
since early youth, been an avid reader of history. I taught it 
for years with enthusiasm which I strove to impart to my 
students. The import of its lessons has been the theme of my 
thoughts during long days of riding in the hills of the cattle 
country. I am now so stirred by those lessons and memories 
and by the present occasion that I feel impelled to set forth 
my views in the hope that some younger Member may be 
moved to more thoughtful consideration of a point of view 
resulting from long years of study and contemplation. I be
lieve we must now take a stand dictated by reasoning and 
based upon the teachings of history and our own exerience in 
international affairs. 

Yesterday morning the papers carried the information that 
the British fleet has, under orders, taken the first of its 
battle-line positions north of Scotland, just as the fleet did 
in July 1914. The Premier of France announces that there 
are 3,000,000 heavily armed men on the borders of France, 
all prepared to jump at the throat of that much-harrassed 
nation. Every nation of Europe is either mobilized or semi- 
mobilized. · England has moved up war maneuvers from Sep
tember to August; the very air is charged and supercharged 
with rumors of war. English boys who are trained aviators 
sit in their pla.nes all night long near the English Channel, 
ready to go into the air at a moment's notice to meet in the 
great "central blue" the enemy planes of the aggressor na
tions. Truly the conflict so graphically fore.told by Tennyson· 
long years ago in his Locksley Hall seems about to occur. 

The choice of whether that catastrophe and dread destruc
tion should come is not up to England, nor will the decision 
be made by Scandinavian nations. Madly ambitious, war
crazed men are again in control of Germany, Italy, and· 
Japan. I firmly believe that the men and women in the 
homes of those countries do not want to fight, and that if 
they had a chance to express themselves freely they would 
overwhelmingly vote against further encroachment or ag
gression, but citizens of the aggressor nations are mere pawns 
moved by others, they are as impotent as the clouds that 
float above them. It would seem to us observers on this side 
of the Atlantic that Great Britain and France can retreat 
no further. It would seem that the time for a stand has 
come, as it came to General Haig when the British Army 
fought every day and retreated every night, and he issued 
his now famous order, "We retreat no further, here is where 
we win or die." The western democracies have allowed ag
gressor nations to absorb proud Austria, brave and industrious 
Czechoslovakia-, rugged Albania, and patient, long-suffering 
Spain. The _ next unholy demand of Hitler is awaited with 
dread and anxiety. Action would seem to be the only anti
dote to the ghastly fear which has enveloped Europe. 

Should we some morning in the near future read in our 
papers that much of London and Paris were in ruins and 
many of their munition factories destroyed, could we justify 
our course before the eternal bar of history if we then refused 
to sell airplanes and munitions of war to those bleeding 
democracies of western Europe? They would be ready to 
buy them, to pay for them, and transport them across the 
ocean at their own risk. Do you think we, in the name of 
humanity, could refuse to open up o.ur almost unlimited 
resources to the nations of Europe which are today defend
ing the principles of free government? If any act of this 
Congress can avert the expected conflict, we have no right. 
to withhold it. If any act of ours will strengthen the hands 
of democracies, we have no right to withhold it. We still 
have a lingering hope that all nations will realize the utter 
futility and tragic waste of war and will ultimately join in a. 
federation o.f the world. 
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People of all nations know mistakes were made at the 
conclusion of the Great War, and that "yesterday this day's 
madness did prepare," but the great majorities are helpless. 
You and I are privileged to take a stand-to make a definite 
move toward peace. Upon us rests a burden and an obli
gation. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. MouToN]. 

Mr. MOUTON. Mr. Chairman, after all the splendid ora
torical efforts that have been made by so many of my dis
tinguished colleagues, all with such long years of brilliant 
service as Members of this body, in analyzing and explaining 
the provisions of the neutrality bill now under consideration 
by the Committee of the Whole, House Joint Resolution 306, 
it is hardly conceivable that I, a comparative newcomer, 
should presume too greatly upon your time and attention 
with a lengthy dissertation of the merits of this proposal. 
I do want, however, to say these few words about my indi
vidual sentiments concerning the same. 
. I believe, and I weigh my words carefully when I say this, 
that this resolution represents just about the best . possible 
solution, or compromise, if you care to call it such, to this 
momentous and highly controversial subject which your 
Committee on Foreign Affairs could bring forth. To our 
esteemed and lovable acting chairman, SoL BLooM, belongs 
the greatest of praise for his diligent and tireless labors on 
this question. He has given unstintingly of his time and 
energy over these past few months in presiding over the 
long and tedious hearings and the many executive sessions 
held by the committee in working out and perfecting this 
most patriotic of all legislative undertakings-fabricated 
solely for the purpose of keeping our great Nation out of 
war. He has done a masterful job; one of which he can feel 
justifiably proud. To our very able acting chairman, alone, 
however, does not the entire credit and praise belong; to 
the full membership of the committee, majority and minority 
alike, do I, likewise, pay tribute for their altruism, ability, 
and unity of purpose. 

Neutrality, Mr. Chairman, is, at best, a most difficult sub
ject with which to cope. There are many and varied views 
as to just how real, genuine neutrality on the part of our 
country in the event of future foreign wars can best be 
attained. I may say right now, however, that I am thor
oughly in accord with the often repeated statements made 
by Members on both sides . of the aisle, that there is no 
question but that all are sincere in the belief that their par
ticular brand of neutrality will most effectively accomplish 
the all-consuming desire to keep the United States out of 
foreign enbroilments. To that end we are all united. We 
are divided only as to the best means to attain that end. 
I have a healthy respect and high regard for the motives of 
each Member of this Congress on that score. 
. While certain Members, or groups of Members, may enter
tain views of quite an opposite nature, I believe that your 
Committee on Foreign Affairs has come to you with a bill 
that will best insure our being neutral in future foreign con
flicts. Briefly summarizing its contents: Section 1 places 
upon the President the duty of naming the nations involved, 
in the event he finds that a state of war exists. This, then, 
to a degree, makes possible the operation of the following 
sections of the proposal. Section 2 is designed to lessen our 
chances of becoming involved in foreign conflicts by placing 
the responsibility for personal safety squarely upon the indi
vidual who chooses to travel in ships of belligerent nations. 
Section 3, I understand, is to be deleted by mutual consent, 
so I will, therefore, pass over same without comment. Sec
tion 4 considers the permitting of commercial short-time 
obligations of peacetime character in the United States for 
nations proclaimed to be at war. This is tantamount to a · 
cash transaction in every accepted sense and is designed 
only as a normal and reasonable aid to those engaged in 
foreign commercial affairs. Section 4, also proposes to strike 
another blow at the yoke of foreign entanglements, by fol
lowing the same cautious line of thought as contained in 
section 2, except that the theory is applied to materials and 

supplies, instead of humans, being transported to pro
claimed belligerents. Complete transfer of title to the for
eign government or agent or agency concerned, of all articles 
or materials being shipped to belligerents from our country, 
is required under this section. Again, it follows, by taking 
every precaution humanly possible to remove the cause, you 
will have progressed a long step toward removing the effect. 
After such a cargo or shipment leaves our shores, it becomes 
solely and entirely the responsibility of the titleholder and, 
thereby, precludes the possibilities of the development of a 
series of circumstances giving rise to an undesirable and un
pleasant situation involving the seizure or destruction of 
American property. This, with certain innovations, is merely 
a continuation of the "cash-and-carry" feature of the act 
of May 1, 1937, which feature expired May 1, 1939. Section 
5 prohibits the solicitation and collection of funds in our 
country to aid belligerent governments. Section 7 is designed 
to prevent the use of American ports as a base of supply for 
foreign nations proclaimed to be at war. Sections 8 and 10 
are designed, respectively, to restrict the use of American 
ports and territorial waters by submarines and armed mer
chant vessels of foreign nations, and the continuing of the 
set-up and functions of the National Munitions Control 
Board for the administering of the provisions of the reso
lution and for the licensing of exports and imports of arms, 
munitions, and implements of war. Section 9, I understand, 
is to be stricken from the bill by mutual agreement. 

Most of the provisions · of the resolution now under con
sideration are for the purpose of continuing in effect similar, 
or essentially similar, provisions in the present neutrality 
law, the major differences being the discontinuance of the 
embargo on arms and the renewal, with minor alterations, 
of the so-called cash-and-carry feature of the old law, which, 
as said before, expired on May 1, 1939. After exhaustive 
hearings on the subject, and after due deliberation, your 
Committee on Foreign Affairs is of the opinion that these 
changes and rectifications are warranted and will bring our 
country closer to the realization of a true status of neutrality 
should hostilities develop abroad. Nothing has been said 
by the opposition to the bill that has not already had full 
and careful consideration by the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs and I see no logical reasons why the neutrality of the 
United States, designed along the lines and principles laid 
down in the pending proposal, should fail to be effective, as 
well as is humanly possible to contemplate, when placed 
into p,ractice. 

I believe that the bill is worthy of the approval of the 
Committee of the Whole and I urge that, regardless of 
political faith or creed, we rally behind it and support it to 
the very utmost. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. DISNEY]. 

Mr. DISNEY. Mr. Chairman, the people of Oklahoma 
want America to stay out of war. They are certain that the 
last war was unprofitable to this country, from both a finan
cial as well as a moral standpoint. 

Any attempt at neutrality by passing legislation, viewed 
at its best, has been unsatisfactory . . The acts of 1935 and of 
1937 have been faulty. Situations are constantly arising that 
are unpredictable, and we have been finding ourselves ham
pered by the very laws we have passed in the hope of achiev
ing neutrality. 

In my judgment we can rely on the good judgment and the 
partriotism of President Roosevelt and Secretary Hull, who 
have recommended this legislation. The traditions and his
tory of our country have established that, regardless of party, 
our great Presidepts were actuated in international affairs 
with pure motives and with an eye single to the interest of 
the people of America. 

It may well be that it is safe to -amend the bill so as to re
turn to the tenets of international law, but failing in that it 
is the part of wisdom to follow the advice of those charged 
with the responsibility for foreign affairs, namely, the Presi
dent and the Secretary of State.· 
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This seems to be a proper time to discuss a subject that is 

of interest to thousands of Americans-the metaphysical side 
of the whole question of international relations, and prac
tical means of approaching nearer to the diplomatic efficiency 
that is useful in national crises as well as such preparation 
for them as may be made. 

Discouragement and pessimism are the devil's weapons. 
Persevering effort is profitable in this line as in others. 

Feudalism, dueling, witchcraft, human slavery have gone 
by the board. We thought our way out of them. A few 
of our superstitions, too. It is inconceivable that we may, 
and inevitable that we must, think our way out of .bigotry, 
hatred, war, and depression. Even the cynics would con
cede that the effort to do so is worth while-that there is 
glory even in trying. 

The battle plan is not necessarily one of armies, navies, 
or air forces; mental and moral cooperation for a better 
world order is the prime requisite. From principle has flowed 
the world's mental progress, and from principle it will still 
proceed. 

All over the land the cry has gone up for better service. 
Training for public service. For the Nation and the world. 
How noble and comprehensive it sounds. How can we 
apply it with wisdom and patience to the daily needs of peo
ple and nations? What practical suggestions offer to breast 
the opposition to things new and out of the regular channel? 

The doctor, the lawyer, and the engineer is expected to 
undergo a long period of training before he practices his 
profession. The plumber, the carpenter, the bricklayer is 
expected to serve an apprenticeship before he is master of 
his trade. In this age of specialization the craftsman and 
tne professional man, to be respected in his line, must qualify 
by training arid experience. Before he can regularly engage 
in his occupation he must undergo intensive preparation. 
Complexity requires such skilled training, and all concede its 
desirability and its necessity. 

But, through some strange and unaccountable quirk of the 
public mind, such reasoning does not apply to those engaged 
in public service. All sorts of obstacles stand in the way 
of the development of the profession of civil servant. The 
slow and expensive school of hit-and-miss experience has 
trained <or not trained) too many public officials. We have 
used the trial-and-error method-trial while one administra
tion has been in office and error of the individual's being 
swept out later by the spoils system. For instance, local 
elections often turn on the supposed convictions of the 
candidates with regard to, say, war debts, the tariff, the 
League . of Nations, prohibition, and other matters unrelated 
to the proper selection of the elective or appointive officer. 
Fitness is often forgotten. 

The Army has its West Point and the Navy its Annapolis 
for the training and education of two of the most highly 
respected and efficient personnels to be found anywhere in 
the world. It is economic good sense to have similar and 
comparable training and education for those who admin
ister our domestic affairs and treat the diplomatic issues 
abroad. 

No system of training is found in our governmental 
scheme of things for 'the diplomatic and administrative 
career service comparable to the specialization for force on 
land and sea, exemplified by West Point and Annapolis. 
Incredible. But it is not enough to inquire why, but to 
point out how the lapse may be rectified. 

I have proposed a National Academy of Public Affairs to 
be located at Washington, the nerve center of the Govern
ment of the Nation. 

West Point and Annapolis are world-wide in their implica
tions and acceptance. The military leaders on either side 
of our only Civil War were graduates of West Point. In the 
World War a West Pointer commanded the Army, and 
Annapolis produced the admirals. The Academy of Public 
Affairs, had it been established a few generations ago, con .. 

ceivably would have produced the diplomatic brains for our 
·part in the World War. 

By the terms of the bUl introduced by me <H. R. 1957) 
there would be established in Washington, where the Father 
of his Country visualized a great American university, a 
national academy of public affairs. Its function would be 
the education of young Americans in diplomatic and admin-

. istrative career service--specialized civil servants. The 
school would be free of charge, coeducational, nonsectarian, 
and nonpartisan, operated by a board composed of certain 
Cabinet members; namely, the Secretaries of State, Treasury, 
Interior, Commerce, Agriculture, and Labor. 

The Cabinet members, while politically selected, have 
almost uniformly in the last half century been appointed by 
reason of their attainments in various walks of life. Without 
exception, the Presidents of both political parties have sought 
to rise above party politics in the selection of their intimate 
advisers in the Cabinet. So the board of supervisors for the 
academy would be composed of outstanding American citi .. 
zens with a broad comprehension of the needs of the Nation. 
This board wol,lld select the faculty, officers, would prescribe 
the course of study, entrance requirements, and regulate the 
conduct of the academy. It would also determine whether 
the school should be a postgraduate institution, and fix the 
term required for graduation. 

The general idea is to create an institution for metaphys .. 
ical purposes comparable in plan, form, and intendment to 
Annapolis and West Point, which are so high in public esteem 
in America and the world. Young America clamors for the 
honor and recognition of appointments to these two acade
mies. Young America's parents are proud to have the honor 
conferred upon their sons. Visualize expectant American 
youth eager to enter the national academy of public affairs, 
an institution not of force but of mental defense. 

The courses of study would, of course, be developed as the 
institution grew in public opinion and experience. It would 
be logical to anticipate that the curriculum would include 
language, history, and government. Economic history, so
ciology, international law, and structure and functions of 
government, both domestic and foreign, would naturally have 
a place. Political history, the study of political parties, sta
tistics, the principles of public administration, and finance, 

-also social and economic planning, government accounting, 
public-welfare administration, diplomatic study of public 
opinion, and world trends of civilization, modern, medieval, 
and ancient, would properly come within the range of study 
prescribed for students at the academy. 

The selection of the students by the President, Senators, 
and Congressmen is provided. It cannot properly be said 
there is any political taint in that system. It has been in 
vogue for generations in the selection of candidates to West 
Point and Annapolis, and has been uniformly successful, 
producing a high order of scholarship. It guarantees a broad 
cross-section of the whole population of the States better 
than any other plan would or could. This tested means of 
selection has general public approval-it would not seem wise 
to deviate from such a plan. It has a historic background of 
national acceptance. 

Why spend the public money in this mann.er? Why are 
not the endowed colleges and State universities doing or 
capable of doing the same training contemplated by the 
academy? There is a quick answer-we have many military 
academies in America-yet none of them approach the 
standing of West Point. The R. 0. T. C. units in the college 
can never hope to compete with the Military Academy. 
West Point and Annapolis represent the Government. Na
tional and world opinion would favorably receive an official 
institution and its graduates; it has been slow to accept the 
'private or State institution and its product for the particu
lar capacity under discussion. Training for the Govern .. 
ment should be training by the Government. The civil 
servant who would graduate from the academy would re .. 
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ceive reco~ition the world over, because of the very fact 
that his training came under the direction of the Nation 
itself. In 150 years of national life, no college, no matter 
how popular it may have become along other lines, has · 
a·chieved any considerable or outstanding reputation for the 
training of the civil servant. 

The location of an academy of public affairs in Washing
ton would assure the student ample contact with the reali
ties of government and administration, and prevent over
emphasis of the theoretic and academic. It would open up 
a large and highly important field to able young people. 
Thousands would dedicate their lives to the ideals which the 
institution would represent. Changing social conditions re
quire new means of attacking new problems; changing world 
conditions justify another look in the direction for the pub
lic service. From the broad cross section of American life, 
from which it would be selected, the student body would rep
resent imagination and foresight coupled with native ability, 
broad training and discipline in judgment, initiative, deci
sion, foresight, and expression which would give the academy 
and -its graduates a high place in thoughtful public opin
ion in America and in the world. 
. It should be one more nail in the coffin of the spoils sys

tem. The realist as well as the idealist should approve. 
Each administration has its "brain trusters" whose work is 
crippled by the political shafts aimed at them. Conceiv
ably, we might by this movement, amongst others, develop 
an administrative personnel that would obviate the need to 
draft dollar-a-year inen or "brain trusters" when serious 
emergencies arise. 
· Our Diplomatic Service is remarkably· iacking in career

service personnel. To say the least, graduates of the acad
emy of public affairs would have special training to fit them 
for the Diplomatic Service, and from that should grow· out
standing examples of trained and poised American diplomacy. 
It has been said that America never lost a war nor· won a 
c·onference. The day must come when she must attain suc
cess in the field of diplomacy as she has in · war and in 
business. 
· Graduates of the institution would not necessarily remain 

in the service of the Federal Government. All graduates of 
the Naval and Military Academies do not. Many of them 
would likely enlist in the rank of municipal and State gov
ernmental service. Their training would make them desir
able. There are foreign fields to which they might attain. 
We might even elect some of them to Congress or to gover
norships. 

Fifteen hundred scholars run the British Government. The 
British civil service, impervious to politics and by law for
bidden to participate therein, has attained such a high stand
ing that it is an insult to assert its int~grity. Britain has 

, arrived at this stage by slow and painful progress when we 
·think of the parliamentary corruption of, say, the time of the 
, Pitts. America will, of course, come into her own in that 
regard, but the outstanding reputation of the academy would 
bring us to that stage decades sooner than otherwise, because 
in a few years it would be so entrenched in the hearts and 
rilinds of the American people that its atmosphere and its 
graduates would be accepted not only in America but the 
world over. It would soon couple the practical with the sen
tl.mental. 

. We are evidently undergoing a renaissance of politieal 
thought in America. One achievement of this renaissance 
might conceivably be the establishment of the national acad-

1 emy of public affairs. The end sought is not the education 
of human robots, but-leadership in the inevitable new world 
order. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of the 
time remaining on this side to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON]. 

. Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, for 2 days 
.we have debated this bill, and the last statement made by 

the ranking -mino:iity Member upon · the committee is the 
keynote of every word, practically, that has been said against 
it. His statement was that if the arms embargo was 
repealed it w'ould· involve us in a foreign war. I have heard 
debate for 2 days upon that question and no one, not even 
the distinguished gentleman who made that statement, has 
:Pointed out one single reason why that statement is true. 
The House is not going to accept the conclusions of those 
who oppose this bill and say that it will involve us in war, 
when no one has pointed out in the slightest particular how 
the repeal of the arms embargo will get us into war, or tend 
to get us into war. 

Mr.' BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I do not ·have time to yield 
now, which I regret. 

What I said in opening. the debate upon this question · 
was that it was the delivery and transportation of arms and 
not their sale that was calculated to get us into war. If 
there exists some reason why repeal of the arms embargo 
will get us -into war, someone of those who spoke would 
have discovered it. 
. Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, wi-ll the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I regret I cannot yield. I 
have only 5 minutes. 
. They talked about the Netherlands, .and they talked about 

the Scandinavian countries and their not being involved 
in war. Let me call your attention to the fact that the 
Scandinavian countries were not separated from the Central 
Powers by an ocean, like the United States. They did not 
have to transport arms and munitions or goods overseas. 

That is where our trouble arose. It is because of ques
tions that arise with reference to the rights of our citizens 
upon the ocean in their own travels and in the shipment 
of their goods that we must remove some of the causes that 
might bring about these irritations. I say that if we had 
had the law we now have when the World War came on . 
our chances of becoming involved would have been far less 
remote. What brought us into the World War? It was 
the shipment of our goods, it was the destruction of the 
lives of our people upon the high seas, it was the credit 
that we granted to foreign nations. They are what brought 
us into the war. It was not the sale of arms or the sale 
of goods. 

I shall vote against any amendment to go back to interna
tional law and repeal the entire Neutrality Act because I 
believe we had international law in 1917 and it did not keep 
us out of war. What we are trying to do by this bill now 
is to remove the causes that got us into war before. 

To those who believe this bill is not the right kind of a 
bill, let me cite in conclusion an interview I had this morn
ing with Secretary Hull. Let me call your attention to the 
fact that this bill was drafted on the recommendations 
of the Secretary of State after he had conferred with Mem
bers of both bodies, and it embodies what he believes is the 
very best means to keep us out of war. 

I desire to say in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, that in 
order that there may be no misunderstanding in this House, 
I can assure you that Secretary Hull today stands by the 
position taken in his letter of May 27, 1939, which is in the 
hearings, and upon which this bill was based. The legis
lative suggestions outlined in that letter are incorporated 
substantially in the joint resolution now before us. The 
suggestions outlined in that letter and contained in this 
.bill Secretary Hull believes to be the most effective legis
tive contribution at this time toward keeping this country 
out of war if war occurs. 

I say this to the Members of the House: If we want to 
get ready to prevent our involvement in war, let us stand by 
this resolution. Let us enact now, before war breaks, these 
provisions which I believe will go a long way toward pre
venting our involvement. 
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The gentleman frOm Dlinols·talked about war hysteria and 

about excitement. Of course, it will come; Before it comes, 
let us set our house in order. ·Let us say to our citizens, 
"We are not going to ·be responsible for the shipment of 
your goods." Let us Sa.y to them, "We are not responsible 
for your transportation upon the vessels of belligerents." 
Let us say to Europe, "We are not going to finance another 
war. We are not going to permit you to send your bonds 
here. We are not going to lend you money. You must pay 
cash for what you get." Let us say to our citizens, "In 
order to be neutral and prevent hysteria, nobody on either 
side can come over here and take up a collection, which will 
create a feeling of sentiment or loyalty to one side or the 
other." America will stand for peace, and that is what this 
bill is intended for. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. All time has expired. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, etc., 

PROCLAMATION OF A STATE OF WAR BETWEEN FOREIGN STATES 

SECTION 1. (a) That whenever the President shall find that there 
exists a state of war between foreign states, and that such war 
endangers the lives of citizens of the United States and threatens 
the peace of the United States, the President shall issue a proclama
tion naming the states involved; and he shall, from time to time, by 
proclamation, name other states as and when they may become 
1nvolV'ed in the war. 

(b) Whenever the conditions which have caused the President to 
issue any proclamation under the authority of this section have 
ceased to exist, he shall revoke the same. 

Mr. TINKHAM (interrupting the reading of sec. 1). Mr. 
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, the Clerk is just beginning 

to read the bill. Is not this the proper time to offer a 
substitute? 

The CHAIRMAN. The first section of the bill must be read 
before any amendment is in order. 

The Clerk resumed and concluded the reading of section 1. 
The Clerk read the following committee amendment: 
Committee amendment: Strike out all of lines 5 and 6 on page 2 

and insert: "and that it is necessary to promote the security or pre
serve the peace of the United States or to protect the lives of 
citizens of the United States." 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
amendment be adopted. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I seek recognition on the com
mittee amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe this amendment is very 
important and, as far as I am concerned, I do not propose to 
:fight it. It does give additional power to the President of 
the United States, which most of us do not like to do. There 
are far more important amendments coming up upon which 
I want to take part and therefore I am not going to engage 
in any fight on this amendment, but I think it ought to be 
clearly defined just what it does. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. I yield. 
Mr. BLOOM. Is it not a fact that this committee amend

ment was suggested by one of the Republican members of 
the committee and adopted unanimously? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield. 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. This amendment was suggested by 

myself as something better than the atrocious language for · 
which it is substituted. Under the original bill we had to find 
that the war endangered the lives of citizens and threatened 
the peace of the United States. Therefore the original bill 
would have required the finding of an unfriendly act on be
half of other nations before a proclamation could be issued. 
I, therefore, made this suggestion which I believe my esteemed 

and able colleague the gentleman from Texas [Mr. LuTHER A. 
JoHNsoN] offered as an amendment. 

Mr. BLOOM. It was the gentleman's amendment, and it 
wa& adopted unanimously by the committee. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I would like to call the atten

tion of the gentleman to the fact that when a resolution of 
inquiry was introduced by myself in the Seventy-fifth Con
gress, the Secretary of State in replying to the question of 
whether or not a state of war existed in China, in his reply 
as given in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of December 6, 1937, 
said: 

With regard to the seventh question, neither the Chinese Gov
ernment nor the Japanese Government has declared war on the 
other. The President of the United States has not found "that 
there exists a state of war." 

Further: 
With regard to the eighth . question, the entering into force of 

the restrictive provisions of -the Neutrality Act of May 1, 1937, 
is left to and is dependent upon decision of the President by a. 
finding "that there exists a state of war." 

The language that is suggested by the committee amend
ment, I agree, is preferable to the original language in the 
bill, but it seems to me that it adds a further condition that 
will provide an escape for the President if he does not want 
to issue the proclamation. If this language were stricken out 
entirely, then the President would be bound to issue a 
proclamation if he found that a state of war existed, but this 
additional language, whether you use the original language 
of the ·bill or the language of the amendment, gives him a 
further means of postponing a proclamation,· because he may 
even find a state of war to exist, but unless in his opinion, 
in some way it is necessary to promote the security or 
preserve the peace of the United States or protect the lives 
of citizens of the United States, he need not make the 
proclamation. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, the amendment is contained in the portion 

of section 1 which is in italics and is in the identical language 
as the provision of section 2 which expired on May 1, and 
which in committee the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. VoRYsl 
and myself, as well as other members of the committee, 
thought an improvement over the language of the bill as 

' written. 
The reason for the amendment, Mr. Chairman, I may say, . 

is this: If a war exists between two states, regardless of the 
size of the states or the magnitude of the war operations or 
the effect of such war upon the United States and its citizens, 
it would be foolish for the President to find a state of war to 
exist when it is in such a remote place that we could not 
possibly become involved. So the amendment simply provides 
that when a state of war exists and it is necessary to pro
mote the security or preserve the peace of the United States 
or to protect the lives of the citizens of the United States, 
then the provision shall be invoked. 

As I have said, the provision follows the language of section 
2 of the old law which expired, and therefore I think the 
amendment ought to be adopted. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. HINSHAW. If the language now contained in lines 7 

and 8, as proposed by the committee, is adopted. would it 
later be in order to strike that language while striking other 
language in the paragraph? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman mean an amend
ment to strike the entire paragraph or section? 

Mr. HINSHAW. No; I had in mind certain other Jan- · 
guage. For instance, I want to move that in lines 3 and 4 · 
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the words "the President shall find that" and, in lines 7 and 
8, the language that is now in italics be stricken. Is this the 
proper time to offer an amendment to the committee amend· 
ment to effect that, or can I wait until a later time? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks the gentleman's rem
edy would be, as he seems to have in mind, to vote down 
the committee amendment and then offer his amendment. 

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, I seek recognition on this 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, so that the Committee 
may understand the import of this section, let me read a 
memorandum prepared by the committee and printed in the 
original bill. The memorandum says: 

Section 1 differs from the corresponding section in the Neutrality 
Act of May 1, 1937, in that, first, 

There is no provision for an arms emba.rgo. 
Second, there is no provision for the application of this joint 

resolution to civil strife. 
Third, this joint resolution does not go into effect automatically 

when the President finds the existence of a state of war between 
foreign states. He must also find that such war endangers the lives 
of citizens of the United States and threatens the peace of the 
United States. 

Let me call to the attention of the Committee that these 
changes give to the President of the United States arbitrary 
power to intervene in any war he chooses; in effect, to pick 
the aggressor. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TINKHAM. I yield to the honorable Representative 

from Texas. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Was there any opposition to 

. this amendment in the committee? Was it not worked by 
Republican and Democratic Members alike and unanimously 
adopted? 

Mr. TINKHAM. It was not unanimously adopted. I for 
1 

one saw immediately that it meant intervention by the 
President of the United Sates in the wars of the world, and 
I opposed it. 

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman did not object. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TINKHAM. I yield to the honorable Representative 

from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Did the gentleman vote 

against this amendment in the committee? 
Mr. TINKHAM. Certainly. I opposed it. 
Mr. BLOOM. No. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I think the RECORD shows 

that the gentleman did not vote against it. 
Mr. TINKHAM. I contended that this meant interven

tion, and opposed it. 
Mr. CORBETT. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TINKHAM. I yield to the honorable Representative 

from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. CORBETT. I would like to make a remark at this 

time that we considered this bill with such amazing rapidity 
in the committee. that I, for one, do not remember whether 
we supported this language or not, but regardless of whether 
we did or not, the Members on the majority side are appar
ently changing their minds on neutrality legislation, and 
even if we did support this increased power then, why do 
we not have the right to recognize that it is an unwhole
some increase of power, and now oppose it? 

Mr. BLOOM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TINKHAM. I will if you will give me some more 

time. I shall be glad to answer any question, but I shall 
ask for more time. 

Mr. BLOOM. Is it not a fact that we gave to every 
member of the committee all the time necessary on these 
amendments and we considered every amendment suggested 
by Republicans as well as Democrats? Is that not the fact? 

Mr. CORBETT. May I answer that? 

Mr. TINKHAM. Let me answer it, please. I have sat on 
committees in this House for 25 years. Plenty of time was 
given to this bill, a great deal of time, and properly so, be· 
cause this means war or peace for us, in my opinion, but 
when it came to acting on the bill, the briefest time was 
given. Parliamentary tactics were invoked, and I, for one, 
was cut off several times when I wanted to make a suggestion 
or argument. 

Mr. BLOOM. I am sorry the gentleman feels that way, 
but let me say there were 14 meetings, 47 witnesses called, 
and 13 meetings in executive session. All of those executive 
sessions were for the consideration of this bill, and I do not 
believe that any member of the committee outside of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TINKHAM] will say that 
they were not given an opportunity to debate and to offer 
amendments, and the amendments were considered by the 
chairman. 

Mr. CORBETT. Include me with the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. TINKHAM] in that group. 

Mr. TINKHAM. The chairman of the committee, who is 
adept at the manipulation of language and facts [laughter], 
is correct in saying that there were a multiplicity of hearings. 
I agree to that. I think they were very proper, but when it 
came to the consideration of the bill, section by section, the 
bill was forced through as rapidly as possible, and I stand by 
that assertion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mass
achusetts has expired. 

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for 5 additional minutes. · 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there o.bjection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FISH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TINKHAM. I yield to the honorable Representative 

from New York. 
Mr. FISH. To substantiate what the gentleman has to 

say, as one who has served for almost 20 years on that 
committee, for the first time in all that time the 5-minute 
rule was invoked by the Committee on Foreign Affairs in 
the consideration of this bill. 

Mr. TINKHAM. The honorable Representative from New 
York is absolutely correct. The text of this bill was forced 
through and every technical objection was raised to its fuli 
consideration. That should be known to this House. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TINKHAM. I yield to the honorable Representative 

from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. CORBETT. I would like to say in that connection 

that as far as I can find in the reports of the hearings of 
our committee, there is not a single word of hearings spe
cifically on this bill; that there was not one witness who 
appeared before the committee on this bill. 

It is true that we went through the form of a hearing on · 
other neutrality proposals, but I can recall that even the ' 
suggestion to return to a section once passed over was ob
jected to. I also had the experience, in the consideration 
of an amendment which I offered, to be allowed not even 
sufficient time which would have permitted the reading of 
a rather long amendment. 

Mr. TINKHAM. That is absolutely correct as I remem
ber the events as they occurred. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? • . 

Mr. TINKHAM. I yield to the honorable Representative 
from Massachusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. The gentleman recalls 
the afternoon, or the morning when an effort was made by 
the chairman of the committee and other Members to jam . 
the bill through by 5:15 in the evening, knowing that many 
of the Republicans could not be there, and that that was 
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on the eve of the visit of the King and Queen of England 
to this country. [Laughter.] 

Mr. TINKHAM. I remember that. I charged, and I 
charged publicly, that the chairman of this committee de
sired to don knee breeches [laughter], go to the Canadian 
border, and on bended knees, present this bill on a silver 
platter to the King and Queen of England who were arriv
ing in the United States the next day. [Laughter and 
applause.] 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINKHAM. I yield to the honorable Representative
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvaniar I am sure the gentleman 
does not wish to imply to this House that the hearings· were 
not fair, and honorable, and thoroughgoing in every re
spect. When the committee members learned that the 
Republican Members had social engagements we voted to 
adjourn out of deference to them. 

Mr. FISH~ But none of those Republicans were invited. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. That was not the morning 

of the garden party. [Laughter.] They wanted to leave 
to take care of other engagements. 

Mr. TINKHAM. I reiterate the statement that I consider p 

after 25 years' experience in this House and on its commit
tees, that the text of this bill was forced through. Every 
technical rule of parliamentary procedure that could be used 
was used so that there could not be full and complete dis-
cussion. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakata. Mr. · Chairman, the purpose . 
of the amendment I sought to offer was to strike out lines 
5 and 6, and drop the committee amendment. Before speak
ing to that, however, I want to refer to the incident that 
has Just happened on the floor and to say that I think the 
ability of this House to enjoy the humor and good feeling 
of the situation such as· that is the best guaranty, if it can 
be preserved, that we can write legislation in this House. 
[Applause.] During the consideration of one of the im-

1 portant measures in a previous session of Congress, it hap
pened that my office was visited by a Russian exile, a woman 
who wanted a pass to the gallery. She said to me as I 
gave it to her: "Just think. I am going to see the most im
portant thing in the world." I did not catch her meaning 
and asked her what it was. She said, "I am going to have 
an opportunity to see the last great deliberative assembly of 
the world actually speak and discuss legislation where men 
can speak their minds." 

I was impressed by the fact that the acting chairman of 
the committee the other day invited amendments from the 

1 minority side as well as from the majority side; and I have 
hoped that in the amendments that may be offered during 
the deliberation of this resolution under the 5-minute rule 
that amendments from either side of the House may be 
offered and may receive full and open consideration, for the 
most dangerous situation that could exist in the contempla
tion of this legislation would be a spirit of partisanship. I 
believe that the men on my right are just as good patriots as 
the men on my left. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the ' I know if a war should come to this country, the men on 
the left and the men on the right will be found fighting 
shoulder to shoulder for the welfare and defense of the 
United States. EApplause.J 

gentleman yield? . 
Mr. TINKHAM. I yield to the honorable Representative 

from Massachusetts. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Does the gentleman re

call that in January I suggested that the Secretary of State 
be called to testify before us, or if he could not come that 
some representative be sent to speak for him; and it was 
only about a month ago that Judge Moore, of the State 
Department, came to discuss this extremely important mat
ter with us, and that other resolutions were passed in the 
committee? 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that none of this discussion is pertinent to the amendment 
that is before the Committee. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. It is very pertinent to 
the pending amendment. We all want satisfactory legisla
tion. I think it is very pertinent to the amendment. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen.tleman from Mas

sachusetts has expired. 
Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chainnan, I ask unanimous consent 

to proceed for 5 additional minutes. 
Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, I offer a sub

stitute to the committee amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CASE ot SOuth Dakota as a substitute 

for the committee amendment: Ori page 2, strike out lines 5 
and 6. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would call the gentleman's 
attention to the fact that this is not a substitute for the 
committee .amendment. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman; if I may be 
heard, this amendment is offered in lieu of the committee 
amendment and strikes out lines i and 6. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair reads. the following from the 
rules of the House: 

To a. motion to strike certain words and insert others, a simple 
motion to strike out the words may not be offered as a substitute. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Dakota is 

1 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

The fact that we enjoy the good feeling that has existed 
during the previous speech augurs well for the consideration 
of the pending bill. If we can preserve our consideration 
upon a plane which recognizes good spirit and good intent 
on both sides of the aisle, this bill will be properly consid
ered. When we come to deliberate and discuss a measure 
such as this, no one who has been elected to the House of 
Representatives should be accused of small or petty motives. 
It seems to me that good faith ought to be extended to every 
one and it is in that spirit that I sought to offer an amend
ment which would make a. proclamation dependent only 
upon the finding that a state of war existed. We have al
ready seen even that requirement avoided in China. The 
President has not found a war to exist there. We should not 
authorize any more excuses for avoiding a proclamation such 
as might be contemplated under this or any neutrality legis
lation. The gentleman from Texas EMr. LUTHER A. JoHN
soN], in commenting upon my earlier remarks with respect 
to the justification for the committee amendment, said he 
thought it was not necessary to have a proclamation if a 
war should occur in some far-off part of the world that did 
not directly concern us. If that be true, then, what possible 
danger can there be in having the proclamations that are 
contemplated by this resolution? If they do not concern us, 
then there is no danger in having a proclamation. The 
proclamation will only be effective if and when some citizen 
of the United States seeks to travel on a belligerent vessel 
or seeks to sell some of the things prohibited or do something 
else that may be prohibited under a proclamation. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CAsE· of South Dakota. I yield to the gentleman 

from Texas. · 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. In reply to the question of 

the gentleman as to what harm may be done under certain 
circumstances, the gentleman realizes that when the Presi
dent exercises this authority, he immediately sets in motion 
the machinery and the various provisions of the bill. Certain 
things have to be done. What is the necessity for starting 
all of this machine:ry i:n motion and having all of these 
things done if we are not interested or may not be involved? 
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. If the proclamation is issued 

. and becomes effective in a single instance, that one instance 
might be the justification for having made the proclamation. 
It might avoid our involvement in war. If the President 
cannot find and has not yet found that a state of war exists 
in the Orient, then I am very much opposed to authorizing 
any additional excuses for avoiding a neutrality proclamation. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. BLOOM. What becomes of the amendment which 

the gentleman offered? 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair ruled it was out of order, 

and therefore it is withdrawn. 
Mr. HINSHAw. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 

last two words. 
Mr. Chairman, in connection with the pending committee 

amendment, I am rising in opposition to it and to announce 
that if that amendment is voted down I shall offer an amend
ment to strike out the words in line 3, "The President shall 

. find that", and to strike out lines 5 and 6. This would make 
section 1 (a), a provision mandatory upon the President. 
It would then read as follows: 

That whenever there exists a state of war between foreign states 
the President shall issue a proclamation naming the states 
involved-

And so forth. If you will vote down the committee amend
. ment and consider and adopt the amendment ·which I shaH · 

offer, we will then make this a mandatory provision instead 
of a permissive one. It may be said by some that discretion 

· should lie in the President to determine what shall be a 
state of war and when it shall exist. I would like to tell :a 

. brief s~ory about a certain building inspector of my acquaint

. ance who was informed that certain buildings built prior to 
the enactment of a building code were not in conformity 
with that code, and that consequently these buildings should 
be repaired, changed, modified, or altered. The building 
inspector said, while he would like to do that, he really did not 

· know anything about it, "and I do not want to know anything 
about it." That is the idea which is embodied in the present 
language. I cannot" say whether the President wants to find 

· out whether there is a war in China today or not, but 
certainly if it states in the act whenever there exists a state 
of war between foreign states it shall be mandatory upon the 
President to so declare, then the section will be in good order. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the pro 
forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the section referred to provides that when
ever the President shall find that a state of war exists and 
that the lives of citizens of our country or the safety of our 
country is at stake, he shall issue this proclamation. If this 
section is changed to read the way it has been suggested 
when a war exists, we will say, between Italy and Albania, the 
President would automatically have to issue a proclamation, 
although we would not be altogether concerned with that 
war because the lives of the citizens of this country are not 
in danger. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLOOM. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
Mr. HINSHAW. Is there any reason why we should not 

recognize all wars, whether they be large or small? 
Mr. BLOOM. That is a matter of ·opinion. May I say 

that the Committee may feel that is the way to do it. You 
may just want to keep on tying the hands of the admin
istration and of the President when a state of war exists, 
between, we will say, Hungary and Czechoslovakia, or be
tween some other small countries. You may want to make 
it so that he should automatically issue a procla~ation. 
However, in my opinion, and in the opinion of the adminis
tration, that would be a rather severe way of doing it. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Would it not be well for us to treat fairly 
with all nations concerned? 

Mr. BLOOM.. You are fair to all nations. We are · not 
concerned in other countries' troubles. We are trying to 
keep the United States out of war. The trouble has been in 

. most of these arguments with the question of what the 
United States is going to do when it does get into a war. 

What we are trying to do is keep the United States out 
of war, and no one can deny that if he will read and 
understand this bill, and there is no politics in what I say. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the gen~ 
tleman yield? 

Mr. BLOOM. I yield to the gentleman from South Da
kota. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. It seems to me it begs the 
· question to say we are not interested if there is a war 

between Albania and some other country. What possible 
harm is there in having a proclamation issued? It would 
be effective only as to relations with those particular bel
ligerents. 

Mr. BLOOM. Oh, no. For example, war might occur 
between two small states in the interior of Europe, which 
could not possibly affect .the peace and safety of the United 
States in the · slightest degree, yet the President woUld be 
under the necessity under . this law of issuing a procla~ 

· mation--· · ' 
Mr. ·CASE of South Dakota. Yes, but the .proclamation 

would be effective only as to relations with those particular 
belligerents. 

Mr. BLOOM. Yet the President would be under the 
· necessity-under this law of "issuing a proclamation and put
ting into force vast machinery and restrictions with varying 
penalty provisions which would circumscribe the rights of 
American citizens and otherwise disorganize and complicate 
our economic system, all for no very good or sufficient 
reason. -

Mr. ·CASE of South Dakota. Yes, but if one of those 
American citizens happened to get into that territory and 

- do some act that was proscribed by the proclamation, why 
should we not have the proclamation in order to prevent 
involvement? 

Mr. BLOOM. I do not agree with the gentleman there. 
If that is taken out, as far as I am concerned it would 
not make a particle of difference, but I see the danger if you 
do take it · out. I see that it is going to handicap this 
Government. It is going to make the President issue a 
proclamation at any time any kind of a war exists in any 
part of the world. 

Mr. KUNKEL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLOOM. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl~ 

vania. 
Mr. KUNKEL. Is it not the present law that if there 

is a declared war the President must take action? 
Mr. BLOOM. No; if it does not endanger the lives of our 

citizens and does not endanger the peace of our country it 
is not necessary under this provision to issue the procla~ 
mation. 

Mr. KUNKEL. I mean under the present law:. 
[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. MARTIN of Colorado rose. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that all debate on the pending amendment close in 5 
minutes. 

Mr. KEEFE. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chair
man, · I should like tinle enough to ask two or three ques
tions. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman ex~ 
tend that time another 5 minutes? 

Mr. FISH. The gentlewoman from Illinois would like to 
be heard, and I join in that request. 

Mr. HOOK. I should like to have 5 minutes on this 
amendment. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I modify my request and 
ask unanimous consent that all debate on the pending 
amendment close in 20 minutes. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 

the gentleman from New York? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 

MARTIN] is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, something has 

just occurred here on the floor which ought to raise a 
question in the mind of any thinking man as to the wisdom 
of enacting a law that will put the President of the United 
States and the United States· in a neutrality straight jacket. 
The pending bill carries a proposed amendment in section 1 
which, it has been disclosed in debate, was placed there 
unanimously by the Committee on Foreign Affairs and was 
originally suggested by a .minority member of the com
mittee. It now transpires in the debate that some of the 
minority members have changed their minds about the 
wisdom and desirability of their own amendment, which we 
are told was given much greater deliberation and considera
tion in the committee than can possibly be given it here in 
the House. 

Mr. CORBE'IT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
The gentleman is referring to my statement. 

Mr. MARTIN of Color~do. Not just now. 
In the course of this debate and since this amendment 

was adopted they have changed their minds. In 20 minutes 
we are going to have to make a guess on this amendment. 
That is what we are going to do. We are not going to 
deliver any informed judgment on this apparently important 
amendment. We are going to make a guess on it. That is 
all our vote will be, a guess. Suppose we guess wrong. We 
onJy have time to change our minds between now and the 
roll call. Suppose after the roll is called on the bill we find 
something that we think was a mistake and on which we 
want to change our minds. Suppose after the bill gets to 
the White House and is signed by the President we find 
that we have made mistakes, that we have done things on 
which we would like to change our minds. I want to say 
to you that after this bill gets to the White House, or any 
neutrality bill gets to the White House and gets the signa
ture of the President, there are going to develop things on 
which, if Congress had the chance, it would like to change 
its mind. 

What we are doing right now is changing our minds 
on the last Neutrality Act. When we passed that Neutrality 
Act we changed our minds on a prior neutrality act. That 
is all we have been doing here in Congress for the last 5 
years, changing our minds on neutrality acts. We have 
passed four of them and they are all conceded to be un
workable or unsatisfactory. Now we are undertaking the 
fifth. Therefore, I believe we would be wise if instead of 
passing any neutrality bill we repealed all neutrality acts 
and left these matters where the founding fathers originally 
placed them and where the Supreme Court of the United 
States says they belong and from where, the Supreme Court 
says, they cannot be taken; that is, in the executive branch 
of the Federal Government. 

The ma]or impression I have received in 2 days of very 
able debate on this bill, a debate which reflects credit on 
the House, is the utter folly and futility of Congress attempt
ing to lay down rules to govern the unforeseen and unpre
dictable events and conditions of the future. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Miss SUMNER of lllinois. Mr. Chairman, I rise in OP

position to the amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, this bill is the answer to letters we have 

received pleading for a real neutrality law. 
We have now had time to study the implications of the 

hearings, the argument .and the bill itself. Whether or not 
you have been in Congress long enough to know the ropes 
you will perceive that this bill, because of its delegation of 
authority, is a rope which may strangle any further efforts of 
the Congress to preserve peace. Even though the President 
might use his power inadvertently, unintentionally. 

Section 4d has the same effect as the cash-and-carry pro
visions of former law. It will permit ships loaded with war 
supplies to leave our sqores, and be bombed by enemy sub
marines 3 miles from our .coast. 

The provisions relating to financial regulations on page 4 
are so ambiguous that all sorts of dangerous schemes are 
made legal 

The law gives notice that the Congress will back the 
Executive in everything he does or says under its ambiguous 
provisions. There are all sorts of things short of ·war 
which he can do under these ill-defined powers which a dic
tator might feel to be unfriendly if he happened to feel that 
the President is unfriendly. If, for instance, the dictator 
should read in the newspapers the same statement which you 
and I read in which, as I remember, the President was quoted 
as saying that certain dictators did not "understand anything 
short of force" used against them, what do you think such a 
dictator would do? Immediately on passage of this law he 
would use every means in his power to turn the world 
against us, to stir up revolt within our country. Not againSt 
England, because the head of the English Government can 
be turned out the moment there is a vote of lack of con
fidence in Parliament, but against us· where the President, to 
whom you are delegating these ill-defined powers, has a fixed 
term. 

I, for one, think that it is possible to write a law which will 
be a life line toward safety for this and other nations. 
This bill can be recommitted for further study. It can be re
written so as to provide that if and when the President finds 
a state of war existing likely to involve the peace of America 
he must call back the Congress if in vacation, he must 
recommend regulations, which shall become the law only 
with the advice and consent of both Houses of Congress. 

In these modern days of newspaper and radio, the wel
fare of our people is not safe in the hands of any one man. 
It is fairly safe in the hands of this House of Representa
tives-an unpredictable body, but a body before which every 
plea of justice of our citizens or the citizens of other nations 
has a chance to be heard. 

Those who contend that the Congress has not the power 
under our Constitution to arrogate to themselves any power, 
have forgotten the most powerful weapon which the authors 
of the Constitution placed therein. That weapon is the power 
to originate money bills and pass them over the President's 
veto. . Those powers enable us to pry from the Executive 
every single privilege that he has today. 

The power to appropriate money was the power with 
which the British people, through their representatives in 
Parliament, wrested away every power from the King and 
finally reduced him to a master of ceremonies. When the 
founding fathers wrote it into our Constitution they must 
have contemplated that we would use it when needed for 
the welfare of our people. 

Today when the White House endeavors to control your 
votes as Representatives, by promising to approve or threat
ening to withhold projects for your district, they are using a 
power which you delegated to the Executive very recently. 
It is an abuse of that power. It robs you of your right and 
duty to vote your convictions. 

The time has come that all such dangerous powers, which 
may be used either intentionally or inadvertently for the de
struction of our people, shall be given back to the people and 
shall reside in their Representatives. 

Thus, in the future, as in the past, we may press on to a 
higher stage of civilization, leading, not forcing, the world 
to democracy and peace by setting them a successful 
example. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, on May 28 of this year I had the privilege 
of an invitation to appear and did appear before the Allied 
Veterans of Kings County-, in the State of New York, at the 
Academy of Music in the city of Brooklyn, to talk on the 
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subject of neutrality. This organization represented the · 
American Legion, Veterans of Foreign Wars, Spanish Wa:r 
Veterans, and the_ G. A. R. It was long before this bill was 
brought to the floor of this House. On that night I said 
that neutrality cannot be legislated; that neutrality is a 
question of policy, a matter of a state of mind that must 
be brought about through proper diplomatic relations, and 
a program of propaganda analysis to stop war mongering. 
I made the statement on tha_t night that the issue is whether 
or not we will again le-nd ourselves to a program which will 
lead again to sending our boys oversea-s to fight and die on 
foreign soil._ Many other statements were made that nigh.t 
on the subject. I have heard them reiterated on this floor 
for the last several days. . 

I have heard the arguments pro and con. I believe that 
every man· and woman who rose on the floor of this House 
was sincere in his or her convictions, which makes my con
viction firmer that you cannot legislate neutrality. 

I had occasion-pardon me for the reference again-to 
·speak in the great State of New York last Saturday at the 
celebration of Flnland Day at the world's fair as their guest 
speaker, and at that time I said,-"We hear a cry for neutral
ity; neutrality is .a .state of mind; it cannot be legislated, but 
can be brought about only through the practice of Christian 
principles and friendship such as that enjoyed between the 
people of nations as friendly a5 the nation of Finland." We 
cannot go on throwing in the face of dictators or in the face 
of the people of other nations the fact that we are going to 
-enter into their troubles and still remain neutral. We must 
mind our own business and take care of our own domestic 
.and foreign problems. 

When we say that the President shall have the right to 
declare that a state of war exists in some other nation, we 
are saying to those nations things and doing things that 
those nations will not do themselves. They will not declare 
war, but you want the United States to say to those nations, 
"You are at war and we are going to declare war for you." 

Is that the kind of neutrality program you expect to 
enact here? I hope not. There is only one thing, in my 
opinion, to do, and that is to repeal all so-called neutrality 
legislation which is in fact unneutral and return to the 
policy this Nation has followed for 150 years until we med
dled with it, and leave to the President the authority which 
is rightfully his by authority of the Constitution, which was 
given to him when this Nation was established by our found
ing fathers. 

Let us forget the idea of fighting one another. Let us try 
to arrive at a solution of this problem coolly and collectively 
as our founding fathers did. When we have done that and 
when we have placed the responsibility where it belongs, this 
body will have done its duty. If we do anything else, we will 
have committed an unneutral, and not a neutral; act. 
[Applause.] 
· Let me say to you that I have faith in the President of the 
United States and the Secretary of State-not because the 
President happens to be a Democrat. I have faith ih any 
President that the people of these United States in their 
wisdom will ·elect. I believe that as long as he holds that 
high and exalted position the responsibility should be his, 
and I believe the people of this Nation want that responsi
bility placed there. [Applause.] The whole issue before us 
1s whether we will again enter a world conflict with all its 
horrors and heartaches. I for one will, I hope, never be a 
party to any action that will cause any of our boys to shed 
their blood on foreign soils. 

Let me close with this thought: We cannot have neutrality 
unless we approach the problem with a spirit of Christianity. 
Unless the peoples of the earth place their trust in God and 
treat their fellow beings as our Creator intended that we 
should, there can be no neutrality. We must provide for a 
course in propaganda analysis in ·every educational institu
tion in Anierica, so that we will not be swayed by vicious 
propaganda, which is the :thing that drags us into all wars. 

LXXXIV--523 

Build up the resistance of the people to this war propaganda, 
and neutrality will be a reality. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I woUld like to address myself 
for just a moment- to the pending amendment, without any 
emotional appeal to the membership of this House. The 
gentleman who is in charge of this bill stated to the House a 
few moments ago in justification of this amendment that it 
.was inserted as a protection against the necessity and require
·ment of the President issuing a proclamation in a case where 
a war might break out in certain nations remote from our 
own interest. I think that was the statement which was 
made in justification of the amendment. If I am wrong in 
that, will the gentleman correct me? · 

Mr. BLOOM. If I may be permitted to say, I said that 
where the lives of the citizens of the United States or the 
safety of our country is at stake, then the President could 
issue a proclamation. The gentleman had not finished my 
statement. That was the whole thing. If you will kindly 
read the statement, you will find out just what it means. 

Mr. KEEFE. The gentleman has put the matter just in 
reverse. I call his attention· to the fact that, in my humble 
opinion, the operation of the operative sections of the Neu
trality Act as it is written should depend upon the existence 
of a state of war, regardless of where that war is, rather than 
upon a finding by the President that a state of war exists, 
for this reason: You have protected the rights of the Presi
dent in his capacity as President, because when he issues his 
proclamation it is of no e~ect as afiecting anybody, because 
you have still the reservation in section 2 and in section 5 and 
in section 4 and in all the operative provisions of this law
you have still the reservation in the President of the right to 
make rules and regulations that would permit us to carry on 
the commerce of this Nation and to protect the lives of our 
citizens. There is absolutely no necessity for putting this 
provision in section 1, which acts as a further discretionary 
barrier against the finding of the existence of a state of war. 

And suppose that a state of war does exist between some 
of the countries that you named, Mr. Chairman, and he, 
mandatorily, under the provisions of the law, issues a procla
mation, and the President then concludes that the safety of 
this country is not involved, that the welfare of our citizens 
is not involved, have you not protected the rights of the Presi
dent by still reserving to him the right to make rules and 
regulations governing the conduct of citizens under section 2; 
governing the exportation of arms and munitions and other 
commodities under subsection (d) of section 4, because in 
all of these provisions it is provided: 

Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation under 
the authority of section 1, it shall thereafter be unlawful, except 
in accordance with such rules and regulations as the President 
shall prescribe. 

Now, it is my position and the position of the people I rep-· -
resent that the question as to the issuance of a proclamation 
should be dependent upon the actual existence of a state of 
war, and not be dependent upon the determination of the 
President that those things are involved which are contained 
in this amendment. Then if he sees fit in his discretionary 
powers as President to make rules and regulations in the case 
of an isolated war between two isolated nations, why is he 
not fully protected and why are not the rights of the Presi
dency fully protected? 

Mr. BLOOM. Are you asking me? 
Mr. KEEFE. Yes. 
Mr. BLOOM. Is it your thought to have the President 

issue a proclamation if war should exist between any two 
nations in the world? 

Mr. KEEFE. Yes. 
Mr. BLOOM. However far they may be removed from us? 
Mr. KEEFE. Exactly. 
Mr. BLOOM. Why should a proclamation of that kind be 

issued or this resolution go into effect to no purpose? 
Mr. KEEFE. There is nothing in the resolution that com

pels butting into effect any involved machinery. You are 
setting up a straw man. 
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Mr. BLOOM. It goes into effect as soon as the procla-

mation is issued. 
[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. As I understand the Chair, 

the Chair ruled that a substitute to the committee amend
ment was not in order. May I ask, however, if the com
mittee amendment should be voted down, then ·would it not 
be in order for me to offer an amendment to strike out the 
two lines that are proposed to be stricken by the committee 
amendment? 

The · CHAffiMAN. It would. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I thank the Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee 

amendment. 
The question was taken; and there were on a division (de

manded by Mr. HINSHAW)-ayes 132, noes 73. 
So the committee amendment was agreed to. 

. The pro forma amendments were withdrawn. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

· Amendment offered by Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania: On page 2, 
line 1, strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the 
following: 

"Repeal of Neutrality Acts of 1935, 1936, and 1937. 
"The act of August 31, 1935 (Public Res. No. 67, 74th Cong.), 

as amended by the act of February 29, 1936 (Public Res. No. 74, 
74th Cong.), and the act of May 1, 1937 (Public Res. No. 27, 75th 
Cong.), and the act of January 8, 1937 (Public Res. No. 1, 75th 
Cong.), are hereby repealed." 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order against 
the amendment. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman reserve his point of order? 

Mr. FISH. I would rather not reserve it because I think 
:we should not bring it up at this time. I think this is not 
the proper place for the amendment. Mr. Chairman, I 
press the point of order. 
. The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from New York 
state the grounds of the point of order? 
· Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the amendment is not germane to this section of the 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
desire to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I realize 
that the amendment is subject to a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
concede the point of order? . 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I concede the point of order, 
Mr. Chairman, and wish to offer another amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania con .. 
cedes the point of order. 

The point of order is sustained. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers an amendment, 

which the Clerk will report. 
· The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania: Page 2, line 
1, strike out all of section 1 and insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing as a substitute for the j~int resolution: 

"REPEAL OF NEUTRALITY ACTS OF 1935, 1936, 1937 

"The act of August 31, 1935 (Public Res. No. 67, 74th Cong.), as 
amended by the act of February 29, 1936 (Public Res. No. 74. 
74th Cong.) , and the act of May 1, 1937 (Public Res. No. 27, 75th 
Cong.), and the act of January 8, 1937 (Public Res. No. 1, 75th 
Cong.), are hereby repealed." 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state the point of 

order. 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me this amendment 

is not germane to section 1 but would be germane to section 
15, now called section 16, on page 15, the repeal of the acts 

of 1935, 1936, 1937. That is where the amendment belongs, 
not in the first section of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman from New York 
concluded? 

Mr. FISH. This, of course, is the :first time I have heard 
the amendment read. It seems to me there is but one place 
for it, and that would be that section of the bill where refer
ence is made to the specific laws that are repealed. There 
is no reference to any of these laws in the first section of 
the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania desire to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I do, ·if the Chair please. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman from 

Pennsylvania. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, it is my 

understanding that it is in parliamentary order to offer a 
substitute either after the first paragraph of the bill has 
been read or after the entire bill has been read. If my 
amendment is adopted I intend to offer amendments through
out the reading of the remainder of the bill striking out the 
various paragraphs as they are read. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe my amendment is in order and 
ask for a ruling on the point of order. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I submit that it may be in 
order to strike out the enacting clause at any time, but I 
submit the pending amendment has nothing whatever to do 
with the first section of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. CooPER). The Chair is prepared to 
rule. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers an amendment 
in the nature of a substitute for the pending joint resolution. 
To this amendment the gentleman from New York makes 
the point of order that it is not germane to the section 
offered. 

The Chair is of opinion that the amendment is clearly 
germane to the pending resolution, because the pending 
resolution contains a section repealing certain provisions of 
.existing neutrality. laws. The amendment offered by the 
gentleman · from Pennsylvania seeks to repeal the neutrality 
law. The amendment is, therefore, germane . . As to the 
point of order made bY· the gentleman from New York that 
it is not germane to the section the Chair invites attention 
to section 2905 of volume VIII of Cannon's Precedents of 
the House which state: 

A substitute for an entire bill may be offered only after the 
first paragraph has been read or after the reading of the bill for 
amendment has been concluded. 

The Chair is of opinion, in· keeping with the precedent to 
which attention has been invited, tnat the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania is in order at this 
point. 

The point of order, therefore, is overruled. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN] is recog .. 

nized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, by way of 

explanation I may say that this amendment seeks to repeal 
the neutrality laws we have passed since 1935. Because of 
objection raised by the gentleman from New York tMr. FisH] 
to my first amendment, it will be necessary as this bill is 
read, and if my amendment carries, to move to strike out 
the various sections and provisions as they are read. This 
will be done. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Not at this moment. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I wish some information. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I yield. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I wanted to understand the 

effect of the gentleman's amendment, whether or not the 
amendment contemplated and embraced the repeal of the 
neutraiity law including the Munitions Board and everything 
else. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. It includes everything and 
wipes the slate clean. 
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Mr. BLOOM. Does the gentleman mean the Munitions 

Board, too? 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio rose. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I cannot 

yield further until I finish my statement. 
Mr. Chairman, during the past 3 years when I have been 

a member of the Foreign Affairs Committee I have under
gone varying experiences and differing opinions regarding 
this problem of neutrality. I have come to the conclusion 
after serious study and thought that the security of our 
Nation is better assured in the vault of international law 
than behind the barriers of any neutrality legislation we 
may write here today. [Applause.] 

I have never done a thing in my life in which I felt more 
convinced of being right than in offering this amendment 
today. Our people do not necessarily demand neutrality 
legislation. Our people ask us to do our duty to preserve the 
peace for America and to remain free from entangling 
alliances. 

That is what they ask of us, and it is our duty to answer 
their plea in a constructive and forceful way by our own 
action and by our own words as various problems may con
front us in the months and years to come. 

Mr. Chairman, the code of international law which exists 
today was not written by any one man or group of men at 
any particular time. International law is very much like 
our own Constitution. It has been written in the rich expe
riences of other nations and other people in bygone times; 
people who faced situations simiiar to those which confront 
us today; people who were forced to ma5ter problems sim
ilar to those which we are asked to solve today. The Con
stitution of the United States of America goes back 600 years 
to the government of the Germanic tribes of Europe. Its 
perfection is based on the experience of people throughout 
the 600 years of its history. Mr. Chairman, is it not foolish 
for us to think in this body today that we can write better 
neutrality legislation than that which has been handed down 
to us throughout the years? International law is based on 
realistic principles. 

[Here the gavel fell.] . 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani

mous consent to proceed for 5 additional minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN]? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, interna

tional law conforms to the laws of nature which govern this 
universe. International law governs international situations. 
Are we not short-sighted when we attempt to enact local 
legislation which shall be applicable to world conditions? 
It is no more possible to do that than to invoke a municipal 
ordinance of some small village of this Nation and try to 
apply it to the government of the 48 states. 

We are dealing with an international situation, a com
plex situation, and we have to handle it under an inter
national code. We are deluding our people when we infer 
that neutrality legislation will guarantee their peace or 
their neutrality against unforeseen and unpredictable cir
cumstances. It has been said during the course of this 
debate that our people want some kind of neutrality legis
lation, that they feel this will safeguard their interests. 
But we are not being honest with them, knowing as we 
do that neutrality legislation passed here today will not 
safeguard their interests or guarantee peace in the future. 
Those of you who feel as I do are not being fair with the 
people of this Nation if you do not declare the truth in
stead of trying to lull them into a false sense of security. 

If we lead our people to believe that they can hide 
their weaknesses and emotions behind legislative barriers, 
we are weakening them, when it comes to facing problems 
which will arise in the future. Let us be honest with them. 
Let us tell our people that peace for America and neutral
ity depend entirely on them. It depends on their own at
titude in a time of crisis. It depends on their conduct in 
this troubled world. If we tell our people that, we are 

telling them the truth. If we lead them to believe that 
neutrality legislation alone is going to protect their inter
ests, we are deluding them. 

The neutrality legislation which we might pass today, as 
well as that which we have passed during the past 4 years, 
is purely man-made legislation. International law has not 
been written by man, but. I repeat, by the experience of the 
ages. 

Mr. Chairman, if this amendll1-ent is agreed to, we will 
rededicate our foreign policy to the precedents and principles 
of international law as enunciated in the historic practices 
of our Government during 150 years. We will solemnize the 
realization that America should be the most militant guard
ian of neutral lights. We will foster all efforts to restate 
and modernize international law so as to obtain certainty in 
its rules and· aqministration. We will thus avoid emotional 
fluctuations at home and suspicions abroad from belligerents. 
We will preserve this Nation from Old World antipathies and 
jealousies. We will encourage the use of diplomatic meas
ures and processes of free government to protect our inter
ests under international law, as the problems arise. We will 
unfetter hands that are bound today, hands that must neces
sarily be free to protect the interests of our Nation. We will 
reiterate our opposition to entangling alliances or advance 
commitments. You will restore the political independence 
of this Congress and all future administrations and future 
Congresses. You will declare our unwillingness to shackle our 
foreign policy so as to render it impotent or dependent upon 
the acts of other nations. We shall, if we pass this amend
ment, give notice to the world of our implicit faith in the 
heritage of international law and our traditional policy of 
honest neutrality. 

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely hope the Members of the Com
mittee will adopt the amendment which I have offered, and 
I believe in doing so we will be fair with . ourselves and with 
our people. 

[Here the gavel fell.] . 
Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

the amendment offered by the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. Chairmart, I do not think I will need· the time, but 
like the gentleman from Pennsylvania, I ask unanimous con
sent to proceed for 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. RicHARDS]? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, I am astounded at the 

action of my dear and able friend from Pennsylvania, who is 
a ·member of the Committee on Foreign Affairs as I am a 
member of that committee. For 2 or 3 long months we tried 
to formulate a bill which would at least have a reasonable 
chance to insure neutrality and peace to the United States 
in case foreign nations became involved in a war. Not on 
any day or at any hour did the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
present the momentous question that he has today presented 
to the House and to the committee for its study and con
sideration. The gentleman not only did not present this 
amendment to the committee but he, along with every other 
Democratic member of the committee, agreed to bring this 
bill on the floor of the House for your consideration, and 
tha·t was done with a unanimous favorable report. 

Now. what does the gentleman do? The gentleman comes 
here and contradicts the action he took after 2 months of 
deliberate study and presents to the House an amendment 
that will have the effect of scuttling every important section 
of this bill; in other words, he attempts to kill that which he 
helped to create. 

Let us get clearly what this amendment will do. A great 
many gentlemen on the Republican side of the House and 
some Members on the Democratic side have opposed this bill 
because it repeals the embargo features of the present law. 
How these gentlemen can support the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania I cannot see, because the 
gentleman's amendment repeals the embargo law in addition 
to dealing a death blow to every section of the bill now before 
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you. Some gentlemen on both sides of the House have risen 
here and have objected to this bill on the ground that it is 
a British-French bill. How those gentlemen and ladies could 
vote for this amendment I · cannot see, because the amend
ment carries us straight back to international law, if there 
is any such thing, and there is not a Member of this House 
who will contend that, in the event of fore_ign war, inter
national law as it now exists will not be favorable to England 
and France and their side of the struggle. 

I do not admit that the gentleman's amendment would 
carrv ns back to international law, because there is no such 
thing. [Applause.] In my study of this question I have 
found that international law fs whatever any nation or group 
of nations who control the channels of trade of the world 
say it is. Back in 1917 it happened that the Allies con
trolled the channels of trade in the world, and international 
law as it existed at that day-and it did exist tO some extent
definitely placed our influence on the side of the Allies before 
we ever got into the war, because international law was what 
Great Britain said it was. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICHARDS. I cannot yield. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I will a"sk unanimous con

sent that the gentleman be given additional time. 
Mr. RICHARDS. Very well; I will yield at that time. 

If international law amounted to so little at that date; then, 
with the disturbed condition of the world today, and with 
the constant flaunting in the face of the world of a spirit 
of utter disregard for the humanitarian rights and desires 
of people struggling for peace, liberty, and existence, what 
does it amount to now? I subscribe to the idealism of 
Woodrow Wilson when he said in effect that to have per
manent peace on this earth and to have a brotherhood of 
man there has to be a get-together of the nations of the 
world in a spirit of peace; but with conditions as they are 
today that wish and that desire is only a dream. No Mem
ber of this Congress ·can say that all the nations of the 
earth are willing to sit down with us and discuss these 
questions in the proper light and with the proper desire. 

The bill before you, the bill the gentleman from Penn
sylvania supported before he offered his amendment, will 
give us something besides international law. In this bill. it 
is true, we have no provision for an embargo. But we say 
in this bill that we want to help out international law, 
if there is any such thing. When we say that we are going 
to do everything possible to discourage our citizens from• 
doing those things that may bring on incidents to stir the 
people of this country up· to the point where they would 
want to go to war, and at the same time make it easier for 
the President of the United States--it matters not whether 
he is a Democrat or a Republican-to perform his duties as 
far as foreign affairs are concerned. In an attempt to that 
end we have put in this bill several sections that I wish my 
friends would seriously consider before they vote to scuttle 
them through the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

One of these sections is that our citizens shall not travel 
on belligerent ships. Is there any . man or woman in this 
House who does not believe that travel on belligerent ships 
during the World War had something to do wtih our ·in
volvement? Is there any man or woman here who does not 
remember the stupendous consequences of the sinking of 
the Lusitania? 

The bill we have here-and I believe practically every 
other Democratic member of the committee believes in it
also prohibits certain financial transactions with belligerent 
powers. Is there any Member of this House, man or woman, 
who does not believe that financial transactions involving 
foreign governments and this country before we became in
volved did not have anything to do with getting us into 
that war? Everybody knows that when obligations were 
floated here by foreign nations engaged in conflict, imme
diately a propaganda agency was created, by the fact itself, 

to enable collection of those debts, and the only way col
lection could be made possible was by involving the United 
States of America on one side or the other to insure the 
victory of the cause in which those investments had been 
made. 

The bill also prohibits the use of American ports as a base 
for belligerents. Under international law we are not pro
tected there. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani

mous consent that the gentleman may proceed for 5 addi
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? • 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. RICHARDS. I will yield to the gentleman in a 

moment. 
This bill also prohibits the arming of merchant vessels. 

This amendment, which is not agreeable to me in every 
particular of its phraseology, was offered by my good friend 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TINKHAM]. At the 
time he offered it I voted for it, and I believe mine was 
the deciding vote on the amendment. But, Mr. Chair
man, I voted on that amendment in committee after serious 
study extending over several days. If the amendment had 
not carried I would possibly have given notice to the com
mittee that I would supp~ it on the floor of the House. 
However, I would not have come in here 'with an eleventh
hour attack and tried to scuttle the very artery and blood 
carrier of this bill. 

Now I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. The gentleman has cited 

several provisions in the act which we are now considering 
which might be desirable. My point is that in the event we 
face a crisis in the future this Congress will be free to enact 
such legislation as it feels is necessary to protect the best 
interests of our people, and that is the duty of going back 
to international law. It gives us freedom to act as we think 
best at the time. 

Mr. RICHARDS. I say in reply to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania that this Congress is always free to pass 
any law or to repeal any law, and if this law is not suffi
cient to properly meet the conditions 1 year from now or 
2 years from .now or 6 months from now, I will be the first · 
one to vote for a law to take its place and properly meet 
the situation in the best interest of the American people. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield again? 

Mr. RICHARDS. I yield. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania: If we change existing law 

in the middle of the game, then we are permitting an unneu
tral act. 

Mr. RICHARDS. What kind of game is the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania talking about? 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Just what the gentleman 
said a moment ago. You were talking about existing law and 
how the Congress can change it at any time, but if we do 
change it after war is started, then we are guilty of changing 
the rules in the middle of the game and we have committed 
an unneutral act. 

Mr. RICHARDS. I will say, in reply to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, my position on that is identical with the 
position of the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHANLEY], 

and that position is that if it is for the best interests of the 
United States, then change the rules at any time, as long as 
we have to deal with foreign nations who change their rules 
of the game overnight. 

Mr: MOTT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RICHARDS. I yield. 
Mr. MOTT. Is it not a fact that when the time comes 

when we ought to change our minds or we think we ought 
to, we would then have to become neutral anyway and it 
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would not make any difference? We could amend or repeal 
the law without violating any neutrality. 

Mr. RICHARDS. That is possibly true, although I did 
not understand everything the gentleman said. 

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RICHARDS. I yield to the gentleman from Massa

chusetts. 
Mr. HEALEY. If we change our policy so as to affect 

adversely one of the belligerents, the belligerents may con
sider that an act of war and a hostile act, may it not? 

Mr. RICHARDS. That is true. These nations object to 
our changing the rules of the game, but they are quick to 
change the same rule when it benefits them. [Applause:J 

Mr. HEALEY. I call the gentleman's attention to an inci
dent that occurred prior to our entry into the war when 
President Wilson at that time informed the State Depart
ment and the Congress that if a certain act was undertaken 
changing our policy it might be looked upon as an unneutral 
act. 

Mr. RICHARDS. That is correct. 
Mr. HEALEY. Because of changing the rules in the 

.middle of the game. 
[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 

amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I have opposed the Bloom bill very largely 

because it repealed the arms embargo. 
I am convinced if we sell arms and ammunition to warring 

nations, nothing in the world can keep the United States out 
of that war. But this is a proposal by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN], who has been on the committee 
for 3 years, who now wants to undo the work and the efforts 
of millions of Americans, peace-loving Americans through
out this whole country of ours, in every single congressional 
district, who want a neutrality law that will be a deterrent, 
no matter how large or how small, to keep us · out of war 
by preventing the traffic in atms and ammunition for blood 
profit and war profits and to destroy people with whom we 
are at peace. The gentleman from Pennsylvania now comes 
along and proposes an amendment to wipe out everything 
that has been done by this and previous Congresses and by 
the peace-loving people of America, and take us back to 
the days of 1927. This Allen proposal takes us back to 
internatipnallaw, international law that has been repudiated 
time after time by Great Britain, who ignores it completely 
when it serves her purpose, who issues new regulations gov
erning international law any time when it serves her con
trol of the sea or her commercial interests. For all these 
years under international law, foodstuffs have been non
contraband, but in the last war every ship taking foodstuffs 
to foreign lands or neutral nations was seized by Great 
Britain in violation of international law. 

It is now proposed, under the guise of international law, 
to go back 20 years and destroy the progress that has been 
made for peace in this country, for keeping us out of war, 
for keeping our soldiers out of foreign lands, and it is now 
proposed to open wide the gates and let us sell anything i'n 
the way of arms, ammunition, and implements of war, to let 
ow· men and our nationals go on belligerent ships to incite 
ill into war, as happened in 1917. Do you mean to say to 
me, you Democrats and Republicans, that you have learned 
nothing from the World War, that you want to go back to 
the World War days and provocations? If you pass any such 
resolution as this you will have us in war just as soon as a 
W'Rr breaks, not 6 months from then, but within a month or 
2 months we will be preparing to send the youth of America 
to another blood bath in Europe. 

For what purpose? Because of war profits; because some
one wants to sell arms and ammunition for blood money, 
which means taking American soldiers into war. That is 
what this amendment does. The Bloom bill is bad enough. 
I will never vote for the Bloom bill in its present form, but 
this proposal is 1,000 times worse than the Bloom bill. [Ap
plause.] 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. Certainly. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. The gentleman is not in

dicting this Congress and the intelligence of future Congresses 
when he states that they will plunge this Nation into war 
unless neutrality legislation happens to be on the books? 

Mr. FISH. I am not indicting this Congress. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 

York has expired. 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 

proceed for 5 additional minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. FISH. I know what the last few Congresses have 

done to enact neutrality legislation probably before the gentle
man from Pennsylvania came into Congress at all. For years 
this sentiment for neutrality has been increasing and so have 
the demands that we do something. What do you do in your 
district when there is an epidemic of diphtheria or typhoid? 
Do you not try to avoid it? Do we not have health rules and 
regulations against it? Do you not try to keep away from 
such contagious diseases? Now, you open wide the door by 
this proposal of yours. It is the greatest blow to the peace
loving people of America that has ever been introduced since 
the World War, and I do not believe your constituents will 
stand for it. 

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. No. I am sorry that I cannot yield. 
The Allen amendment wipes out everything-loans to bel

ligerent nations; travel on belligerent ships; submarines in 
ports; everything that the Congress has enacted in recent 
years to keep us out of foreign wars, at the demand of great 
groups of peace-loving people. }Vho demands this? The 
American Federation of Labor is against it. The American 
Federation of Labor, representing the wage earners, want au 
arms embargo. The farmers, the National Grange, want an 
arms embargo. I do not know of any group, outside of the 
Communists, who want to sell arms, munitions, and imple
ments of war to belligerent n~tions. This is exactly what 
they would want, to get us into war in defense of Soviet 
Russia. 

Now, there have been a lot of high-minded Members who 
have forgotten and who have not studied international law 
for a number of years. At one time international law meant 
something. It was built up step by step, but it has been so 
repudiated, particularly by Great Britain, that it hardly 
exists. That is the reason why we wrote the first neutrality 
bill, the second neutrality bill, and are again considering an
other neutrality bill. I know what I am going to say may 
lose some Democratic votes. When I spoke under the rule I 
foolishly did not say some things I would like to have said, 
because I feared I might lose a few Democratic votes. My · 
colleagues on the Republican side urged me not to refer to the 
President, saying "Don't say this and don't say that." 

This is no time to mince words. This is a dangerous 
proposal at any time in view of what happened in the World 
War. It would not be so bad if Thomas Jefferson were 
President. We know what he thought about keeping out of 
the eternal wars of Europe. It would not be so bad if those 
great Democrats, Grover Cleveland or Andrew Jackson, were 
President, but we have got a man in the White House who 
has already committed himself to take sides in a European 
war. He is an internationalist; he is an interventionist; he 
believes in the League of Nations and in economic sanctions 
and in policing and quarantining the world with American 
blood and treasure. President Roosevelt is the first President 
we ever had, to believe in all these forms of collective se
curity. Every one of these high-sounding phrases means 
exactly one thing. They mean war-bloody, ruthless, de
structive, ruinous war in which even the victor loses. 

He has a right to his views, and so has that distinguished 
man who is Secretary of State, Mr. Hull, with whom I served · 
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-for many years in this House, although he was not then a 
member of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. But he is a 
fine, high-minded man. He also believes in those principles 
of internationalism. He is consistent, and I like people who 
are consistent. He believes in internationalism; he believes 
in the League of Nations; he believes in economic sanctions 
and apparently is urging this Bloom interventionist bill. 

Therefore we a~e already committed if either the fake 
Bloom neutrality bill passes or if we go back to international 
law, making it far worse. I do not ask you on the Demo
cratic side to accept what I have to say about the President. 
I quote to you what the New York Times had to say in an 
article by Arthur Krock, a very distinguished writer. The 

.New York Tlmes is probably the greatest paper in America, 
and again a consistent paper, and I admire them for it. 

It is an internationalist paper and an interventionist 
paper, and has been a League of Nations' pa.per for 20 years. 
This iS what Arthur Krock has to say in that paper, and 
there is no smarter reporter here in Washington, even 
though he be a Democrat. [Laughter.] He said on April 
14, in the New York Times, in an article entitled "The 
President Moves Our Frontier Far Eastward": 

The President on Tuesday indirectly but unmistakably-and in 
advance of battle--ended all pretense that this Nation, so far as 
he can act for an.d influence it, will attempt to maintain neu
trality in a European war. 

Tuesday that Nation's constitutional spokesman in foreign af
fairs, Commander in Chief of the Army and the Navy, virtually 
announced in advance of war a course of aggressive partisanship. 

Now, let us go on and quote from another source. The 
Saturday Evening Post, in an editorial on May 20, 1939, 
said the following: 

For a year and a half the President of the United States has been 
talking war. He began it with a "quarantine speech" in Chicago 
in October 1937, saying there was no escape for us through mere 
"isolation or neutrality" and that the "peace-loving nations must 
make a concerted effort" to quarantine and stop the aggressors. 

Again, the New York Times has this to say: 
President Roosevelt strongly implied in his press conference today 

that he believed the involvement of the United States in any 
general European war was inevitable, and that this Nation should 
stand shoulder to shoulder with Great Britain and France against 
Nazi-Fascist machinations aimed at world domination by force. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to pro-

ceed for 1 additional minute. 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Th€re was no objection. 
Mr. BARRY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. I yield. 
Mr. BARRY. Conceding all the gentleman has said to be 

true, is he not inconsistent in supporting or advocating the 
Bloom .bill in preference to this amendment? This amend
ment restores to the President really what the Constitution 
gave him, whereas the Bloom bill gives him many additional 
powers. 

Mr. FISH. Let me say to the gentleman that the gentle
man would be right if it were not for the fact that I am 
against both the Bloom bill and this amendment all the way 
through. I think this amendment is even worse than the 
Bloom bill, and I hope this amendment will be voted down 
so the people back home may know that the Congress wants 
to keep the country out of foreign wars. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee 
do now rise to receive a message from the Senate and allow 
certain bills to be sent to conference. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker, having 

resumed the chair, Mr. CooPER, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under consideration House 
Joint Resolution 306, the Neutrality Act of 1939, had come 
to no resolution thereon. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A further message from the Senate, by Mr. FRAZIER, its 

legislative clerk, announced that the Senate had passed, with 
amendments in which the concurrence of tbe House is re
quested, a bill of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 6791. An act making additional appropriations for 
the Military Establishment for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1940, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate insists upon 
its amendments to the foregoing bill, requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. THoMAs of Oklahoma, Mr. HAY
DEN, Mr. OVERTON, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. SHEPPARD, Mr. TOWN
SEND, and Mr. BRIDGES to be the conferees on the part of 
the Senate. · 

Tl).e message also announced that the Senate had passed, 
with amendments in which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 6970. An act making appropriations to supply urgent 
deficiencies in certain appropriations for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1939, to provide appropriations required imme
diately for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1940, and for other 
purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
a concurrent resolution of the following title, in which the 
concurrence of the House is requested: 

S. Con. Res. 27. Concurrent resolution authorizing the con
ferees to amend the title of H. R. 3325, the stabilization fund 
and dollar devaluation bill. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed, 
with an amendment in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, a bill of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 6977. An act to extend the time within which an
nual assessment work on mining claims held by location in 
the United· States may be com~enced, for the year com
mencing at 12 o'clock m., July 1, 1938. 

The message also announces that the Senate had passed 
without amendment a joint resolution of the House of the 
following title: · 

H. J. Res. 294. Joint resolution providing for the presenta
tion through the American Minister to Greece of a certain 
monument to the people of Greece. 

URGENT DEFICIENCY BILL, 1940 . 

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to take from the Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 6970) 
making appropriations to supply urgent deficiencies in certain 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, to pro
vide appropriations required immediately for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1940, and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments, disagree to the amendments of the Senate, 
request a conference with the Senate, and that the Speaker 
appoint conferees; that the managers on the part of the 
House may be allowed to agree to the Senate amendments 
with or without amendment notwithstanding the provisions 
of clause 2 of rule XX; and that the conferees may have 
until midrlight tonight to file their report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Virginia? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following conferees: Messrs. 
TAYLOR of Colorado, WoODRUM of Virginia, CANNON of Mis
souri, LUDLOW, THOMAS S. McMILLAN, SNYDER, O'NEAL, JOHN
SON Of West Virginia, TABER, WIGGLESWORTH, LAMBERTSON, and 
DITTER. 

SUPPLEMENTAL WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1940 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 6791) making 
additional appropriations for the Military Establishment for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1940, and for other purposes, 
with Senate amendments, disagree to the Senate amend
ments, and agree to the conference asked by the Senate . . 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? [After 'a pause.] The Chair 
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hears none and appoints the following conferees on the 
part of the House: Messrs. SNYDER, TERRY, and POWERS. 

NEUTRALITY ACT OF 1939 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re
solve itself into the · Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of House 
Joint Resolution 306, the Neutrality Act of 1939, 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 

of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of House Joint Resolution 306, with Mr. CooPER 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint resolution. 
Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last two 

words. 
Mr. Chairman, I am astonished today to find myself for 

the :first' time since I came to Congress, on the same side of 
a question as my distinguished friend and fellow member of 
our committee, the gentleman from New York [Mr. FisH]. 
I agree with his proposed action and expect to follow that 
action, but I must say to the Committee that I do not agree 
with the reasons he has put forward to support that action. 
Nor do I agree with the grounds upon which he predicates his 
proposed action, nor do I agree with the statements he made 
in suppert of his argument. I do not agree with him that 
there is any immediate danger of war in this country. I do 
not agree with him that the President of this country or any 
Member of this Congress, in either House, has it in his mind 
today either collectively or individually to lead this country 
into war. On the contrary, I believe it is the most earnest 
thought and effort of our distinguished leader today, and in 
the minds of all the Members of this body, honestly, earn
estly, and conscientiously to do whatsoever they think is 
within their power to keep us from any entangling alliances 
with foreign nations, and from any danger of being drawn 
into a foreign conflict. 

I agree that it is impossible by the passage or writing upon 
the books of any legislation, whether we designate it a neu
trality act, a peace act, or by some other name, any legislation 
that will absolutely insure our safety and security and the 
peace of our country in the event of an international con
flagration. It is my firm conviction that we can never legis
late for this Nation absolute security against the dangers of 
war, nor can we legislate our people into a neutral frame 
of mind and keep them so when either their sympathy or 
their resentment has been once aroused. 

For 6 long years I have been a member of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, considering, among other matters con
nected with our forei.IDl relations, the important question of 
neutrality. For 6 long years that committee has labored 
zealously and earnestly and has given to this question its best 
effort and thought. 

After 6 years of labor, and after 3 long recent months of 
hearings upon this question, and having reconciled the 
divergent views held by the members of the committee, we 
finally prepared and brought here what we thought was the 
best measure that coUld possibly be written in order to attain 
our objective. This is not a complicated measure. The 
principal change in the present law made by the bill is that 
it repeals the embargo provision. The other sections of the 
bill are merely restatements of what I think are necessary 
provisions-provisions which must go into the law of this 
land, whether we call it a Neutrality Act or not. If we adopt 
today the amendment which has been so suddenly sprung 
upon this body by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. [Mr. 
ALLEN], what is the result? We go back to the chaotic con
ditions of other days. We delete from our statutes every 
provision of law relating to neutrality ·that has ever been 
written into the statutes by the Congress of the United States. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani

mous consent that the gentleman may have 5 additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN J? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KEE. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Is it not a matter of simple 

fact that if the Congress of the United States cannot be 
trusted to face an emergency intelligently when it arises it 
cannot be entrusted to write neutrality legislation? 

Mr. KEE. I agree with that statement, but may I say 
that the emergency is before us today and we are meeting 
the emergency with the bill that we have presented to the 
House. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Are we not writing a set of 
rules when we do not know the game, what it will be, who 
the players will .be, or where it will be played? 

Mr. KEE. Not with this measure. The gentleman cer
tainly has not given the measure the thought and study I 
had supposed he was giving it during the past 3 months, 
if he holds the view his question implies. 

Mr. THOMAS F. FORD. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KEE. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
Mr. THOMAS F. FORD. Are we not in this bill simply 

writing a set of rules for our own people, to enable the 
President to take such action as is necessary to keep them 
from embarrassing our people? 

Mr. KEE. Not a set of new rules, but rules with which we 
are all now and have heretofore beeri familiar, and rules 
which we know are required. 

Mr. CORBETT. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KEE. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. CORBETT. The gentleman made the statement that 

the Bloom bill meets the present emergency. What emer
gency does the gentleman refer to? 

Mr. KEE. I refer to the requirement presented to us by 
the people of America who are demanding today that we 
place upon our statute books an act prepared by t~ best 
thought of the land, and one which will serve to keep us 
out of war just as surely as any measure that can be 
prepared. 

We have prepared this bill and present it here today. If 
the amendment offered by th~ gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is agreed to, what will it do? It wipes off of our statute 
books all restrict!ons of American travel upon the vessels of 
belligerents, as well as every other vessel in time of war. 
It will destroy all inhibition against shipments to all the 
nations of the earth, including belligerents, of every manu
factured commodity on earth. It would repeal all rules and 
restrictions against the use of ports by submarines and war
ships dUring the time of war and conflict. It will repeal all 
inhibitions against loans and credits to foreign countries, 
or the making of financial arrangements in this country by 
foreign nations, except those that may come within the terms 
of the Johnson Act. It repeals and takes off our books the 
act which created the Munitions Board, a provision of law 
that has met with universal favor. Not a single voice tn 
the country has been raised against the creation and func
tioning of the Munitions Board. 

Mr. Chairman, it is a strange thing to me, after 5 years 
of service upon this committee, 3 of those years having been 
served with my good friend who offered this amendinent, 
3 months served with him in hearings upon this legislation, 
that this question was never presented, either by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN] or by anyone else on 
either side of the House; yet today we come here and find 
ourselves surprised with the offering of an amendment which 
destroys all the work of years. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the membership of the Commit-
tee vote down the amendment. · 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. CORBETT.- Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 

pro forma amendment. 
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1\fr. Chairman, may I say first of all on behalf of my good 

colleague on the committee, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
, vania [Mr. ALLEN], that I know that from the first time tes

timony was ever presented to the committee in support of 
his particular amendment he has sincerely so advocated. 
I happen_ to have the o:ffice across the hall from him and have 
had numerous occasions to discuss this problem with him. 
I want to report to the membership of the Committee and 
to the people of the country that the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. ALLEN] has been amazingly sincere and con
sistent in his advancement of this particular proposition. 

Mr. JARMAN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentleman from Alabama. 
Mr. JARMAN. Does the gentleman recall that the gentle-

man from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN] ever offered an amend
ment to this effect? 

Mr. CORBETT. I am quite sure he did not offer an 
amendment as such. However, I will say that was the idea 
that he advanced and discussed, concurring with the gentle
man from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH] and others. 

Mr. MAAS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 
Mr. MAAS. Does the gentleman remember my appearing 

before the committee as a witness in support of my own bill, 
that has exactly the same purpose, and that I was heard for 
45 minutes? 

Mr. CORBETT. I believe the gentleman was the first one 
who appeared -before the committee on that Pi'Oposition. 

Mr. FADDIS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl

vania. 
· Mr. FADDIS. Does the gentleman remember I appeared 
in support of just such an amendment at the same time? 

Mr. CORBETT. Yes. 
Mr. BARRY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 
Mr. BARRY. Does the gentleman recall the expression 

"that 6ruy a fool will not change his mind?" · 
Mr. JARMAN. Despite all of this, the gentleman does 

not recall that the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN] 
introduced an amendment to this effect? 

Mr. CORBETT. The gentleman perhaps misunderstood 
me. I agreed with his statement that the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN] did not introduce such an amend
ment. 

Mr. JARMAN. There has been some reference to testi
mony on this matter. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-

ftniL , 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I think the membership of 

the House for the most part will agree that there has been an 
amazing development of sentiment in support of my amend
ment during the debate on this neutrality bill. It was with 
that thought in mind that I offered the amendment which 
portrays my own views on the whole matter. 

I never dreamed when we were discussing the matter in the 
committee that the sentiment in the House for such an 
amendment would be as strong as it is or I would have offered 
the amendment long ago. . 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CORBETT. When I have finished my statement I 

shall be happy to yield to the gentleman, if I have any time 
left. 

I made such remarks as I just did regarding my colleague 
because I do not approve of some of the attacks that have 
been made on him. I made those remar-ks because I know 
he is making a sincere effort to secure the adoption of his 
honest convictions, and I made those remarks despite the fact 
that I will not vote for his amendment. 

If we may clarify the choices before us today, let me say 
that we have three basic alternatives .. We .can maintain the 
present neutrality laws, we can adopt the Bloom bill, or we 

can adopt the pending amendment and go back to interna
tional law and constitutional procedure. 

Which of the three courses will we choose? I want par
ticularly to address myself to my colleagues on my own side 
of the aisle, because I feel that to a considerable degree they 
are being led into an inconsistent position. They have re
peatedly objected to the fact that the passage of the Bloom 
bill will take away some of the restrictions imposed by the 
present neutrality laws on the powers of the President, and, 
furthermore, that the Bloom bill will grant increased discre
tionary power to the President. If this amendment is adopted 
there will be a still further increase of arbitrary power in the 
hands of the President. To be clear and complete, under 
international law, with no rules governing, with no automatic 
embargo, with all the rules regulating travel of American 
nationals, and with the rules governing the cash-and-carry 
transportation of American goods eliminated, the ~esident 
will be left with more power than even the Bloom bill grants
that is, the Bloom bill as it will be amended. Therefore the 
position of our ranking Member is highly consistent in that 
going back to international law would be even worse than the 
passage of the Bloom bill. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. MARTIN J. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I offer a sub

stitute for the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ~RTIN J. KENNEDY: On page 2, line 

1, after the enacting clause strike out all of the language of the 
resolution down through and including section 14, and insert the 
following: 

"Whereas the policy first stated by George Washington that the 
United States should not involve itself in any foreign entangle
ment has proven salutary as a safeguard for America when strictly 
observed and when the Congress _of the United States departed 
from this policy in 1917 under heat of war propaganda, thousands 
of our young men were killed and injured, as well arousing the 
hostile feelings of the nations of the world against us; and 

"Whereas attempts are now being made to have the Govern
ment of the United States again ignore the advice of George Wash
ington and again embroil this country in the clash of foreign 
empires; and 

"Whereas considerable speculation exists in the foreign chancel
leries and among the peoples of the world as to the position of 
the United States should another European war arise; and 

"Whereas foreign countries are making efforts through propa
ganda to ensnare the United States on their' respective · sides; and 

"Whereas the Congress of the United States and the people of the 
United States have only an interest in continued peace of the 
world and the happiness of our· country; and 
· "Whereas under the Constitution the Congress of the United 

States has the sole power to declare war; and 
"Whereas the neutrality law has come to a termination: There

fore be it 
"Resolved by the Home of Representatives (the Senate concur

ring), That it is the sense of the Congress of the United States 
that the entire · world be put on notice that the Congress of the 
United States Will not declare war on any country unless our 
own safety is directly and immediately involved by a hostile force or 
by an actual violation of international law which endangers the 
safety of our country and its citizens; and be it further 

"Resolved, That certified copies of this resolution be sent by the 
State Department to the foreign offices of every country in the 
world." 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I make the 
point of order that the amendment is not germane. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York 
desire to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. MARTIN J. KENNEDY. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be pleased to hear the 

gentleman on the point of order. 
Mr. MARTIN J. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, by the very 

preamble of this resolution, I believe that my amendment 
is in order. If the Members of the Cdmmittee will read the 
preamble to House Joint Resolution 306 they will find that 
it covers the entire field of neutrality. There is no question 
in my mind that if this joint resolution is adopted all the 
things proposed in my resolution will be covered. There
fore, I feel that my amendment is in order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. COOPER). The Chair is ready to 
rule. 
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The gentleman from New York [Mr. MARTIN J. KENNEDY] 

offers an amendment as a substitute fo:r the pending amend
ment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
ALLEN]. The amendment offered by the gentleman from 
New York contains a preamble. Obviously that would not 
be in order .at this point, because a preamble can be in order 
for consideration only after the body of a bill or joint reso
lution has been considered and perfected. 

The Chair further invites attention to the fact that the 
resolving clause contained in the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York is not germane to the joint reso
lution now pending. 

The Chair is of the opini.on that the amendment is not in 
order and, therefore, is constrained to sustain the point of 
order. 

Mr. MARTIN J. KENNEDY. Will the Chair hear me fur
ther on- the pomt of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has already ruled. The 
Chair regrets that he cannot hear the gentleman further on 
the point of order. 

Mr. IZAC. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. 

Mr. Chairman, the World War was no sooner over than 
4,000,000 veterans immediately took it upon themselves to go 
before the American people and demand that some sort of 
neutrality legislation be enacted to back up international law. 
This matter hung fire, together with the proposal to take the 
profits out of war, for several years. Finally the American 
people were educated up to the point where they believed, 
and believe now, if you please, that neutrality legislation is 
necessary to amplify and make authoritative the tenets of 
international law. You are :flying in the face of the Amer
ican people when at one fell swoop you throw away all the 
gains that have been made by neutrality legislation in the 
past, and do not forget that. 

I believe you will go along with me that you like the 
Munitions Control Board. I have not heard a word against 
it from anyone. I believe you will like this idea of making 
the title pass before any goods leave this country. I believe 
you will like many things that are either in the contemplated 
bill or actually accepted now as a part of the neutrality policy 
of this country, and that you will be unwilling to wipe the 
slate clean, as it has been termed by my colleague from 
Pennsylvania, and go back to international law. 

Personally, I can see where it would untie the hands of the 
President to go back to international law. If you of Irish 
extraction, for instance, think that the present law .helps 
England, what will be the situation under international law? 
Why, it will be ten times as bad. I am no lover of the English 
Government but I do love the British people, because I suf
fered in prison camps with some of those poor, emaciated 
boys, under the guns of their own people, fortifying the 
German lines at the front. I know what those British Tom
mies went through, but I have no respect for their govern
ment or for the softness with which that government is ap
proaching international problems today. 

I want to be fair. We are interested in one thing, and 
that is keeping this Nation out of war. You are not going 
to do that by telling the American people that we have been 
making a mistake all these years, and that now we have to 
go back to international law. 

Maybe in 4 years, after you educate the American people 
to the belief that neutrality legislation and keeping out of 
war are not synonymous, then, perhaps, they will be willing 
to let you go back to international law; but can you not 
remember what it was like in 1917? You had international 
law then. I have often said to myself that international 
law is the finest thing in the world to get together on after 
a war has been fought, and decide how much we owe each 
other. [Laughter.] That is international law, if you 
please, because in the last analysis international law is what 
the big boys say it is when war is going on, and when their 
backs are up against the wall as Germany's was. She said 
what international law amounted to in 1917-unrestricted 

submarine warfare--and that is why we got into that war. 
England was not guiltless either, but there was one thing 
you could do. You could protest if you did not like the 
way they acted under international law. If that did not 
serve your purpose, there was one thing left to do after 
that, and that was to go to war about it, and it was a 
question for a while whether we would go to war against 
England or Germany, for both had violated international 
law. 

So do not put your full trust in international law, but 
rather expect that international law is to be backed up by 
some neutrality legislation that the American people want 
and demand. They have been demanding it for the last 5 
years, and they are going to continue to demand it until 
you educate them differently. 

I believe the amendment should be voted down.. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Ch::~irman, I would like to see if we 
cannot come to some agr~ment with regard to time on this 
amendment. 

Mr. FISH. I think we might let the debate run along a 
little while longer, as this is the most important section of 
the bill. 

Mr. BLOOM. I had in mind agreeing on· time with respect 
to this amendment. 

Mr. FISH. My suggestion is that we continue the debate 
for half an hour and then see how many want to speak. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I want it understood that 
I am agreeable to anything at all. I will sit here all night 
if ne'Cessary, but I think we ought to agree upon some time 
on this amendment, whether it is going to be an hour o~ 
2 hours. 

Mr. FISH. There are so many Members on their feet 
seeking recognition, and inasmuch as they have not time in 
general debate they want to be heard now, and I am willing 
to sit here until 10 o'clock tonight. 

Mr. BLOOM. Suppose we let the debate run for 30 min
utes, and at the end of that time agree on some time for 
ending debate on the amendment. 

Mr. FISH. We will know much more about it then. 
Mr. BLOOM. I wish to state that an agreement has been 

entered into between the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
FisH] and myself that every speaker on this amendment 
should speak only 5 minutes and not be given additional 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will have control of 
that, because they cannot speak more than 5 minutes except 
by unanimous consent. 

Mr. EATON of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, the experi
ence of this House this afternoon must throw a :flood of 
light throughout the nations of the world as to the con
fused and uncertain opinion of America on the subject of 
neutrality. 

Yesterday a distinguished gentleman announced on this 
:floor that in his judgment the 531 Members of the Con
gress did not have as much judgment as the one President 
of the United States. I did not believe the statement then, 
but after what I have heard here this afternoon I have 
come to fear that perhaps he was right [laughter], and I, 
of course, assume my place and acknowledge my guilt as 
one of you. 

I have been for 15 years on the Foreign Affairs Com
mittee and during the last few years we have had inter
minable hearings every year and each year have concocted 
some sort of impossible neutrality law, each with a dif
ferent hump on it from the one we had before; and, now, 
today we have a neutrality law before us which the distin
guished leader on my side loathes with all his heart, but 
which he is anxious to have saved, because without it he 
is afraid we will go back to international law as the basis 
of our international policy. 

We have international law now. The peacetime busi· 
ness of the world would cease without it. There is an in
ternational law of peace, there is an international law of 
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neutrality and of war which, of course, suffer great shocks 
and stress in times of conflict. But, Mr. Chairman, if we 
went back to international law and divested ourselves of 
this strange statutory hodgepodge that we now think is 
neutrality legislation, we would once more invest the Presi
dent of the United States with the prerogatives and sur
round him with the limitations of the Constitution which 
have been practiced and observed by all Presidents for 
150 years; and in addition to that, we would give back. 
once more to the Congress of · the United States its own 
proper constitutional standing and authority in all matters 
that have to do with foreign relations and with war and 
peace. 

I was sorry to hear gentlemen express shock and surprise 
when my friend, Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania, offered his mo
tion. There is no man in this House or in any other house of 
higher quality of character and of finer intelligence than 
this particular gentleman, and I am only sorry that with his 
rare integrity and courage he is on the wrong side of the 
aisle. [Laughter and applause.] I have talked with him 
many times on these questions, as have many others, and I 
believe that the idea expressed in his amendment has taken 
hold in this House, that the thing to do now is to sweep the 
decks, get clean of the grave clothes, and give this greatest 
of all Nations that you love and adore freedom to go out in 
the world and say to mankind that the time is here for 
civilized societies not to fear and hate each other, not to 
engage in armed conquest and aggression, but to begin to 
confer on the possibilities of establishing our relationships, 
national and international, once more upon law, upon de
cency, upon morality, and upon humanity. It is tbis ideal 
and this idea which brings so many of the Members of the 
House regardless of party to the support of the Allen amend
ment which I sincerely hope will pass. 

Mr. TINKHAM. Will the honorable Representative from 
New Jersey answer a question? 
· Mr. EATON of New Jersey. He might not be able to, but 
he can try. 

Mr. TINKHAM. I think the honorable Representative 
minimizes bis ability. Did not following that course in 19_17 
plunge us into war? 
· Mr. EATON of New Jersey. What course? 

Mr. TINKHAM· The use of international law and its 
manipulations. 

Mr. EATON of New Jersey. You might just as well say 
that whistling Yankee Doodle started the San Francisco 
fire. [Laughter and applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
· Mr. STARNES of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last four words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the so-called Allen 
amendment. I ·was very much amazed a moment ago, as 
I usually am, at the mental gymnastics and verbal pyro
technics of my good friend from New York [Mr. FisH]. 
[Laughter and applause.] In his oration he stated that he 
was opposed to the Allen amendment because it would kill 
the Bloom bill, yet he was opposed to the Bloom bill. 

Mr. FISH. That is not quite right. 
· Mr. AlLEN of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield 
at that point? 

Mr. STARNES of Alabama. I cannot yield in the short 
time I have. . 

Furthermore the gentleman stated that he favored an 
embargo, yet an embargo presupposes a state of war, and 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. FrsHJ is opposed to 
a law which will permit the President of the United States 
of America to declare that a state of war exists, and there
fore issue a proclamation bringing into force an embargo 
law. It seems to me that only the all-seeing eye of an in
scrutable providence can follow the germs of thought 
through the labyrinthian caverns of the mind of the gen
tleman from New York relative to neutrality. 

Mr. FISH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. STARNES of Alabama. I cannot yield. 

I favor the Allen amendment because it frees the hands 
of the officials of the United States of America, upon whom 
the Constitution devolves the duty and responsibility of 
handling our international relations. 

Mr. TINKHAM. Will the t.onorable Representative an
swer a question? 

Mr. STARNES of Alabama. I cannot yield until I have 
finished my statement. 

I favor the repeal of the present Neutrality Act and am 
opposed to the enactment of any other neutrality law at 
this time, because every act we have passed since 1935 has 
placed the United States of America on the side of the 
stronger nations of the earth. I am further opposed to it 
and favor its repeal because by virtue of that act itself it 
places the United States of America in an unneutral posi
tion. 

Finally, I favor the repeal of neutrality legislation which 
we have enacted because it is a renouncement of the tradi
tional policy of the United States of America which we have 
followed for a century and a half. 

Let me say to you that the enactment and enforcement of 
such unworkable legislation as we have enacted since 1935 
with reference to neutrality would have made it impossible 
for the United States of America to be the free and· inde
pendent Nation it is today, if such laws were in force and 
effect throughout the civilized nations of the world in 1776. 
[Applause.] 

I know not what course others may take, but in the present 
circumstances, since the Bloom bill itself admits that the 
neutrality legislation of 1935 and 1937 was a mistake, and by 
express terms it itself will repeal those laws, I think the most 
sensible thing the American Congress can do today is to cast 
aside tbis hypocrisy, this fraud we have been practicing upon 
our own people and the people of the earth, repeal all of this 
unworkable hodgepodge of neutrality legislation, so-called, 
and return to well-ordered ways, guided by the Constitution 
and by international law. Let us take ourselves out of the 
bypaths of hysteria and hypocrisy and put this Nation again 
upon the high road to common sense, decency, and sanity in 
our dealings with ourselves and the other nations of tbis 
earth. [Applause.] 
· [Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. ·chairman, I move to strike out the last 
five words. · 

Mr. Chairman, .a great deal has been said about how we 
got into the World War. We did not get into the World War 
because of international law. We got into the World War 
because of the violations of international law and because 
of our failure to punish those violations. [Applause.] It 
was not because we did not have a neutrality law that we got 
into the World War. It was because we failed to enforce our 
own neutrality that we got into the World War. We an
nounced an intention at the beginning of hostilities in Europe 
to be neutral. We did not remain neutral, however. We 
were forced step by step into the World War because we were 
not able to defend our neutrality and our international rights. · 
We were weak. Had we had the navy that Theodore Roose
velt advocated we would never have been in the World War. 
We seem to forget that the .first American ships that were 
sunk were sunk by the British, not the Germans, with gross 
disregard of our international rights and our neutrality. 
Neutral ports were blockaded against the shipping of America 
while we were a neutral, and we did nothing about it. · Had 
we had a powerful navy and had we said to both sides, "We 
demand respect for our international rights; we will enforce 
our neutrality"; if we had sunk ship for sbip, we would have 
been let alone. We would have never been in the World 
War, and we had no business getting into it. 

The same situation exists today on both fronts, in the 
Pacific and in the Atlantic; but today we are no longer a 
weak nation. We do not have to fear now, if we will but mind 
our own business and stand ready to defend our own rights, 
which we are now able to do. 
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Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the honorable Repre

sentative from Minnesota yield? 
Mr. MAAS. I yield to the distinguished member of the 

committee. 
Mr. TINKHAM. Is the honorable Representative from 

Minnesota aware that when we were making our protests 
and continually protesting to Great Britain that the agent 
of President Wilson, Mr. House, was telling Great Britain: 

You do not have to take these messages and these statements 
seriously. 

Is not that right? 
Mr. MAAS. I realize that, but no law could have stopped 

that. 
Mr. TINKHAM. No law? 
Mr. MAAS. The whole theory of a neutrality law is based 

upon this same American misconception that you can solve 
every problem by the panacea of passing a law. You cannot 
do it. It takes as hard work and character to stay out of war 
as it does to stay out of immorality. You will remember that 
we tried to solve immorality by prohibition, but we walked 
back down the road of repeal; and we should do the same 
thing now on our unneutral neutrality laws. . 

The misconception that seems to me to be a fundamental 
in our consideration of neutrality legislation is that incidents 
cause wars. This, of course, is utterly ridiculous. It is not 
because some American happens to be on a ship that is sunk 
that causes war; it is not because som~ American happens to 
be selling merchandise to one country or another that gets us 
into war. The incidents are used, to be sure, to start up 
propaganda, but the thing that gets us into war is when our 
vital economic structure is affected. We are not going to rush 
into war if we are not hurt, no matter how much of our 
products are sold or not sold. We are proceeding, it seems to 
me, on the wrong basis, and, therefore, I am strong for the 
Allen amendment to go back to international law. If em
bargoes are needed at some particular time to meet a par
ticular situation, if it is thought they will help us, Congress 
can pass them any time, and then if there are serious conse
quences, let Congress make the decision which will bring 
about those serious consequences. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MAAS. I yield. 
Mr. BREWSTER. As I understand, the gentleman stated 

that we would not get into a war unless our vital economic 
interests were seriously involved. 

Mr. MAAS. I think that is correct. 
Mr. BREWSTER. How did it come about that we entered 

the World War? 
Mr. MAAS. Because we did not continue to enforce our 

neutrality and our international rights, and ultimately we 
got entirely over on the side of France and England. Had we 
in the very beginning insisted upon our rights, had we con
tinued our commerce to Denmark, for instance, and not 
weakly yielded to the Allies, we would have had just as 
mUch at stake upon the other side. We would not then have 
had an overpowering interest on one side as against the 
other, which is what finally brought us into the war. 

Any kind of a. law which ties our hands when all other 
nations are not similarly restricted seriously cripples us in 
dealing with international problems. Such one-sided restric
tions practically destroy our infiuence in dealing with other 
nations. The so-called aggressor nations pay little atten
tion to our warnings or protests today, because we have 
voluntarily so tied our own hands by neutrality laws and 
semi-official pledges not to fight under any circumstances, 
that the world is sure we do not mean our warnings and 
that our protests are mere idle gestures. 

There was a day when the whole world respected our 
position and paid attention to our warnings. There was a 
day when Japan abandoned a planned invasion of China 
at the mere warning of an American President. There was 
a day when France withdrew her troops from Mexico at a 
mere warning by an American President, that France would 

stand the consequences if she did not immediately get her · 
troops out of this hemisphere. There was a day when Eng
land recalled war vessels dispatched to Caribbean waters 
merely upon a warning issued by an American President. 

But that was all before we set out to guarantee peace by 
a law. Those incidents, each one of which actually pre
vented a war, occurred when we relied upon international 
law and our own military power to back up and enforce our 
rights under international law. 

It is so ridiculous to expect to pass local laws to try to 
govern the international situation and to expect other na
tions to be affected even though they have had no part in 
making such laws, and never subscribed to them. 

We will not become involved in a war unless our vital na
tional interests are seriously interfered with so long as we 
are neutral in fact. Of course, if we project ourselves into 
alien quarrels we will be drawn into a resultant war. Every 
so-called neutrality law we have acted upon has in fact been 
just the opposite--an unneutral act. In every case, the en
forcement of the law aids one side in a war, and the nonen
forcement aids the other side. 

Neutrality means to be neutral, not to take sides, to treat 
all parties exactly alike. We do not need a new law for that. 
In fact, no such law can be written in advance. 

No neutrality law would have saved us from the disaster of 
the World War. 

In my opinion a law such as we have now on the books, or 
as we have before us for action today, would have merely 
speeded our entrance into the World War. · 

We were dragged into that war, not because we relied upon 
international laws of neutrality, but because we failed to 
enforce and defend that policy. The Allies were the first to 
sink our ships and to interfere with and restrict our shipping. 
We wrote notes, but we did not retaliate as we should have. 

Later, when Germany found herself cut of! from supplies 
from the United States, it set out to try to deny those 
same supplies to its enemies, France, England, and Italy. 
The Germans were convinced that we would not go to war in 
retaliation for sinking our ships, since · we had not done so 
when England sank our ships and blockaded neutral ports 
against our shipping. 

Had the United States rigidly adhered to its announced 
policy of neutrality from the very beginning and had we 
vigorously defended our shipping, we need never have be
come involved. 

Our peace and security lie in our remaining out of the 
overseas quarrels, in which our vital interests are not af
fected, and in our maintaining such a Naval Establishment 
as will insure the protection of our commerce and the defense 
of our legitimate rights. 

No nation .on earth will sink our ships, blockade neutral 
ports, nor invade, directly nor indirectly, this hemisphere if 
such a nation knows that to do so will bring immediate and 
effective military reprisals from us. 

The defense of the United States requires more than the 
mere ability to hold off an invader from our shores. It 
requires that we be able to vigorously punish any aggressor 
against us and to do so in his own homeland. 

The mere defeat of his expedition against us is not a 
vitally serious matter to him. He can and probably will try 
again, and all history bears this out. But if serious damage 
can be inflicted upon his homeland, he will think twice 
before starting such an adventure. It is not the fear of 
defeat for an expeditionary force that deters aggressors, but 
the fear that they themselves may be invaded in return for 
such aggression that keeps them at home in the first place. 

There is a way that we may be assured of the maximum 
freedom from our participation in foreign wars. 

That is to let the world know that we will not interfere in 
foreign wars in which our vital interests are not involved; 
to assure the peoples of the world that we will not invade 
foreign lands for the purpose of acquiring territory; that 
we will use our military forces only in protecting our own 
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. interests. At the same -time, let us warn the governments 
of the world that we will tolerate 'no encroachments in this 
hemisphere, and no interference with our international 
rights anywhere. Let us in unmistakable terms assure one 
and all that to interfere with us will bring immediate and 
drastic punishment from the United States, and then we will 
be let alone. 

There is no royal road to peace nor security. The price 
of freedom is still eternal vigilance. 

Let us abandon the foolish illusion of peace by a law, and 
depend on plain, hard common sense, which says "mind 
our own business, and be so powerful in our self-defense 
that no one will risk our righteous wrath." 

If we pursue such a policy we will be let alone, and we 
:Will have peace. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op

position to the pro forma amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, this amendment deals with the very heart 

of the legislation. I do not care to criticize my friend from . 
Pennsylvania, the author of the amendment. I am not 
going to vote against the amendment because he offered it, 
as my friend from New York is going to vote against this 
bill because he does not like the name of the gentleman on 
our side who offered the bill. I think we ought to pass upon 
this question stripped of all personalities and of all prejudices. 

There has been a good deal of talk here as to how cer
tain features of the bill would affect this country or that 
country. I have not in any of the remarks I have made so 
far on this bill had anything to say with reference to any 
country, because deep in my own heart what I am trying to 
do is to pass the very best piece of legislation I can to help 
America, and America only. [Applause.] Some have said 
this would hurt this country, some have said it would hurt 
the other country. Someone has well said, I think with the 
distinguished gentleman from California [Mr. IzAcl, the 
emergency is now here. If all signs do not fail we are on 
the brink of another holocaust, another world war. The 
question is simply this: Shall we junk the neutrality legisla
tion that we passed just as another war breaks out, or shall 
we give it a trial? This is the question. 

Mr. TINKHAM. Will the honorable gentleman yield? 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I am happy to yield to the 

distinguished gentleman from Massachusetts. 
Mr. TINKHAM. Will the honorable Representative from 

Texas explain in any detail whatsoever, or in any way, how 
shipment of arms to Europe, to the warring nations, is going 
to be helpful to peace for the United States? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I answer the gentleman's 
inquiry by asking him the reverse of his question: How will 
the shipment of arms help to ·get us into war? Can the 
gentleman tell me how the sale of arms or the sale of any 
other commodity will get us into war? 

Mr. TINKHAM. It seems to me there is a commitment 
on us if we do it. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. If we sdl to all countries 
alike, there is certainly no commitment. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. My time is limited, but I 
yield. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. The distinguished gentleman from 
Texas has been a member of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs for many years. We have on our statute books now 
a law that has been in effect for 30 years, since 1909, con
sisting of a number of sections defining offenses against 
neutrality. 

We have another law consisting of a number of sections 
enacted in 1917 dealing with neutrality and another one in 
1922, together with an amendment to the 1922 law passed 
in 1930, all of them being laws which deny certain rights to 
American citizens in order to keep us out of war. The gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania said he wanted the slate clean. 
Can the gentleman, from his vast experience, tell us why 
he failed to include in his repeal all of these laws which 
the experience of three decades has left upon our statute 
books to keep us out of war? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I assume it was because of 
the haste in which the amendment was prepared. The gen
tleman probably did not have the opportunity to search the 
statute books to find out that all of these laws had been on 
the books for so long a period of time. · 

Mr. Chairman, if this amendment is adopted here is what 
will happen. We have the National Munitions Control 
Board, that every witness who appeared before our com
mittee commended.. That is a permanent institution and 
both in peacetime and in wartime before any shipment of 
arms may be made the manufacturers have to get a permit. 
Registration of all shipments is had so that the Government 
may keep in touch with what is happening and being 
shipped. It has been a very effective board. Under the 
pending amendment that National Munitions Board will be 
junked. 

We have also a provision of law by which credits to war
ring nations are excluded. Does any Member of this House 
now believe that the American people want us to again 
finance foreign wars, lend money to foreign governments 
with which to carry on war? If you do not believe that, 
then you ought to vote against the pending amendment. 

Someone said it was not because of this or that or some
thing else that we got into the World War; that it was 
because of propaganda or because of economic conditions. 
We got into the World War because of certain conditions 
that happened, certain offenses that were committed against 
our citizens and against our citizens' property that inflamed 
the passions of our people and led us into war. 

This resolution and the neutrality laws we have hereto
fore passed are the result of the experiences of the World 
War and eliminates some of th~e things that might cause 
our people to become inflamed, thereby involving us in 
another war. It is said that we cannot foresee what condi
tions may rise in another war. We can foresee that there 
is an ocean intervening between us and warring nations. 
We know there will be the transportation of goods between 
our country and foreign nations. We know that the title 
to all those goods will be transferred before those goods are 
shipped. This will eliminate the danger of aggression to our 
citizens in the shipment of their goods in time of war. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 

the last six words. 
Mr. Chairman, I rejoice at the introduction of this amend

pient by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. It is something 
I have been hoping for for 4 years. I believe it offers the 
only sound solution to this difficult problem of the manage
ment of our foreign relations. 

Yesterday I endeavored to point out the utter impossibility 
of the Congress ever writing down a rule of conduct, binding 
and inflexible, which could be expected to meet the emer
gencies of the future. Those emergencies are bound to vary 
to an extraordinary degree. I shall not enlarge upon that 
subject just now. 

Mr. Chairman, I am for the pending amendment, first, be
cause it will restore the management of our foreign rela
tions to an orderly, constitutional process. Today that man
agement has been distorted, and I am not saying this in 
criticism of the present occupant of the White House. I 
am saying it, rather, in criticism of the tendency. Today 
that process has been distorted by the action of the Con
gress in delegating to the President, no matter who he may 
be, powers outside his constitutional limitations, powers 
extraconstitutional in character. I endeavored to call the 
attention of the committee yesterday to the fact it was 



1939 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 8299 
utterly impossible to draw a neutrality act which .does not 
confer discretionary powers upon the occupant of the White 
House. 

We have had a discussion here this afternoon of the first 
section of this bill, and apparently no two of us have agreed 
as to what the power of the President should be with respect 
to declaring that a state of war exists. In the very first 
section of this bill we find that impossible situation, a situa
tion which of course must result in an enormous increase in 
the power of the Executive, whether he asks for it or not, 
and I doubt very much that he asks for it. 

If we wipe out, a..s the term has been used, the neutrality 
acts now upon the statute books and refrain from enacting 
additional neutrality acts, what will be the situation? The 
President will exercise his powers under the Constitution, just 
as everyone of his predecessors have exercised them. One 
gentleman spoke here today and said that if we go back to 
so-called international law and wipe out these neutrality 
acts, we will thereby enhance and increase the powers of the 
President. That is exactly :Q.Ot so. We are returning the 
office of President and its functions to its constitutional field 
and when we do that we, by the same degree, restore to the 
Congress of the United States its proper function in its con
nection with foreign relations. 

Mr. BLOOM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield to the gentleman from New 

York. 
Mr. BLOOM. With reference to the Constitution, inter

national law is nothing else than the law of nations. When 
we do that you come right back to the Congress, as originally 
planned in the Constitution, to make the laws under such 
circumstances. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I desire to distinguish between the 
Constitution of the United States and international law. 
There is no· connection between them, none whatsoever. In
ternational law represents the ideals of civilization, an at
tempt of human beings down through decade after decade 
to restrict the horrors of war and to do so by asserting the 
rights of neutrals. But that has nothing to do with the Con
stitution of the United States, in which international law, 
so-called, is not mentioned. 

Mr. BLOOM. The laws of nations are. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. The Constitution confers certain 

powers upon the President and certain powers upon the Con
gress. Until we passed the so-called Neutrality Act there 
was no attempt to create an unbalance as between those two 
powers. So I say that if we Will face the truth in this mat
ter and cast aside all these Wild· dreams of being able to 
write a rule of conduct to suit a situation which is utterly 
unpredictable, and return to orderly processes, we will be 
walking along the road of safety for our Nation. There never 
was a safer ark of the covenant than the Constitution of 
the United States. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con

sent that the gentleman from New York may proceed for 5 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There wa..s no objection. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, Will the gentleman 

yield? 
Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield to the gentleman from Mas

sachusetts. 
Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman yesterday made a 

very powerful presentation with regard to freedom of action 
of Congress. I hope the gentleman will refer to that. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. At the expense of being repetitious, 
let me remind you that every time you adopt a rule which is 
to bind us in the face of future events you are by that much 
tying the hands of the Government and the people of the 
United States. Every time you adopt a rule that under cer
tain circumstances such and such shall be done, although 

you can never anticipate what those circumstances will be, 
you have taken away from the Government of the United 
States a degree of freedom of action. Freedom of action is 
our one safe road, freedom for the President and the Con
gress, acting together, to determine our course in the face 
of an emergency, freedom to determine what is best for our 
country. When you retain that freedom you are walking 
the road of safety. 

That has been my contention from the beginnipg of this 
whole discussion. When you depart from that you have 
gone oti into a field speculative in character. No one knows 
where you are going, and before you know it you will get in 
trouble. Why can we not trust ourselves? Why can we not 
trust the Congresses and the Presidents of the future to 
meet the crises which may overtake them, in the interest of 
this country, untied and untrammeled. 

You pass neutrality acts such as this one and the others 
preceding it and, as has been intimated upon this floor, there 
is something in each one of them which is regarded as un
neutral, and you are placed upon the defense before you sLart. 
It has been said again and again in the debate upon this 
floor that such and such a provision will help two of the 
nations abroad and that if you leave it out it will help two 
other nations abroad. Why talk about who we are going to 
help? That is not the point. Let us not talk in any such 

. fashion at all. Let us not adopt rules which will be open to 
suspicion, and these rules are already open to suspicion. 
Abolish the rules, and do what is best for your country. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the gen~ 
tleman from New York what he considers a proper time for 
debate on this amendment? 

Mr. FISH. I should think 1 hour. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, before we agree on a limita

tion of time for general debate, let us find out the number 
of gentlemen in the Committee of the Whole who wish to 
speak. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair requests that, as he calls 
the following names, gentlemen as their names are called will 
be seated, because the reading of this list will indicate that 
the Chair has their names here. 

Mr. FADDIS, Mr. JARMAN, Mr. GREEN, Mr. BURGIN, Mr. BELL, 
Mr. PATRICK, Mr. ARNOLD, Mr. MASON, Mr. CRA~FORD, Mr. 
McDOWELL, Mr. SCHIFFLER, Mr. REED . of New York, Mr. HAWKS, 
Mr. JONES of Ohio, Mr. HINSHAW, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. RoBSION 
of Kentucky, Mr. TINKHAM, Mr. BENDER, Mr. KEEFE, Mr. VAN 
ZANDT, Mr.E(LEBERG, Mr. MASSINGALE, Mr. MOSER, ~S. ROGERS, 
of Massachusetts, Mr. STEARNS of New Hampshire, Mr. CLA
soN, Mr. CREAL, Mr. BARTON, Mr. SHANLEY, and Mr. BLOOM. 

The Chair may state that, whatever time is fixed for debate, 
the time will· be divided equally among the Members whose 
names appear on this list. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, may I ask how many names 
are on the list? 

The CHAIRMAN. Thirty. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on 

the pending amendment close in one hour and a half, the 
time to be equally divided among the gentlemen whose names 
have been read by the Chair. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the limitation of time, the Chair 

having indicated the number of Members who desire recogni
tion, the time allotted each Member will be 3 Ininutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Flo·rida [Mr·. 
GREEN] for 3 minutes. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman and my fel1ow Members, 
America stands alone. In our national-defense requirements, 
in our economic future, in our industrial stability, and in 
practically everything, our Nation stands alone. The Ameri
can development, progress, wealth, and enterprise generally 
is envied by many foreign nations. This neutrality bill is the 
most important piece of legislation which has been before this 
Congress. It is one requiring our most thoughtful study and 
conscientious effort. I warn you that the time is rapidly 
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approaching when you and I will realize fully that Amer-

1 

I would can the attention of my colleagues to the debts 
ica's security in every way is America's responsibility and that owed our Government by the foreign governments. As of 
we cannot depend upon help, aid, or assistance from abroad. March 1, 1939, this debt stands as follows: 

Statement showing total indebtedness of foreign governments to the United States, Mar. 1, 1939 

Country 

Funded debts: 

Total indebted
ness 

Principal 
unpaid I 

Interest accrued 
Interest postponed and unpaid under 
and payable under funding and 

moratorium moratorium 
agreements agreements 

Belgium ______________ ---______________ ----- ___ ------ __ ------_______ ----- ___ ---------_ $449, 080, 212. 01 $400, 680, 000. 00 $3,750,000.00 $44, 650, 212. 01 
165, 729, 490. 80 4.88, 381.90 Czechoslovakia-------------------------------------------------------------------- 165, 241, 108. 90 -------------------

Estonia ____ ------------------------------ - --------- __ __ ------- _____ __ -------- ____ -------- 20, 736, 660. 17 16, 466, 012. 87 492,360. 19 3, 778, 287. 11 
Finland ______________ ---------------------------------------------------- -------------- 8, 248, 799. 24 8, 122, 086. 44 126,712.80 -----258;538;326: 69 France _____ _ - ------_--- ------- ----------------------------------------------------------- 4, 160, 824, 820. 69 3, 863, 650, 000. 00 38, 636, 500. 00 
Germany (Austrian indebtedness)2------------------------------------------------------ 26, 011, 672. 09 25, 980, 480. 66 ----- - ------------ - 31, 191.43 
Great Britain ________________ -------------------------------------------- - --------------_ 5, 419, 388, 374. 72 4, 368, 000, 000. 00 131, 520, 000. 00 919, 868, 374. 72 
Greece ____ ------------------------------------------------------------- ---- - ------------- 34, 068, 437. 00 31, 516,000.00 449,080.00 2, 103,357. 00 
Hungary ____________________ --- _______ --------------------------------------------------- 2, 364, 620. 70 1, 908, 560. 00 57,072.75 398,987.95 
Italy ____ ------------- ---------------------- ____ --------------------·----- _____ ------; ____ _ 
·Latvia ___ ----------------------------------------------------------------------- _____ _ 

2, 022, 745,422. 62 2, 004, 900, 000. 00 2, 506, 125. 00 15,339, 297. 62 
8, 546, oa6. 99 6, 879, 464. 20 205, 989. 96 1, 460, 522. 83 

Lithuania __________________________________ -------- ___ -- _________ ------------------------ 7, 650, 387. 79 6, 197, 682. 00 185,930.46 1, 266, 775. 33 
Poland ____________ ---------_____________________________________________________________ _ 259, 502, 346. 55 206, 057, 000. 00 6, 161, 835. 00 47, 283, 511. 55 Rumania _________________ -----__________________ _______________________________________ _ 63, 990, 795. 60 63, 860, 560 .• 3 ------------------- 130,235. 17 Yugoslavia a _______ ------_______________________________________________________________ _ 61, 740, 546.89 61, 625, 000. 00 ------------------- 115,546.89 

TotaL--------------------------------------------------------------------------------1=======1=======1=======1======= 

unrr~~J:_~~~----~ ------------------------------------------------------------------------ 23, 303,395. 87 11,959, 917.49 ___________________ 11,343,478. 38 

12, 710, 628, 623. 86 11, 231, 083, 955. 50 184, 091, 606. 16 1, 295, 453, 062. 20 

ii::i:~~~-·:====== = = == == == =============== === == == === = == ======== ===== = = === = == ======= = = ----385; 372; i 79~ 65- ---- i92; 66i; 297:37- == == == = == = == = = = = = == -----192; 77o: ss2: 28 
TotaL _______________ _ ------ __ ----------_______________________________________ --------l==4=0=8,=6=75=, =57=5.=5=2 =l==20=4=, 5=6=1,=2=14=. 8=6=l=--=-=--=-=--=--=-=-_::::;:_=_ -=--=-= l==2=04=, =11=4.=, 3=60=. =66 

Grand totaL------------------------~------------------------------------------------ 13, 119, 304, 199.38 11,435,645,170.36 184,091,606. 16 1, 499,567,422.86 

1 Includes principal postponed under moratorium agreements and principal 
amounts not paid according to contract terms. 

2 The German Government has been notified that the Government of the United 
States will look to the German Government for the discharge of the indebtedness of 
the Government of Austria to the Government of the United States. 

a This Government has not accepted the provisions of the moratorium. 
• 4 The United States holds obligations in the principal amount of $289,898.78, which, 
together with accrued interest thereon, are to be canceled pursuant to agreement of 

The enormous amount of $13,119,304,199.38 is the grand 
total of the amount of total indebtedness today, or rather, of 
March 1, due our Government by foreign nations. If we now 
had this money paid to our Government, think of the eco
nomic security this would mean to us. The payment of this 
large amount of cash in the Federal Treasury at this .Par
ticular time would bring to the American people untold 
prosperity. and economic security. This vast sum represents 
actual money and materials which our Government has fur
nished to these foreign nations. You will note the significant 
·thing also that $11,435,645,170.36 is the unpaid principal. 

I hope you will not confuse this foreign debt with the other 
costs incurred by the American Government and American 
people on account of the World War. I am confident that 
$40,000,000,000 would not cover the actual cost to America 
of the World War. I would ask of you, what are these for
eign countries now doing to enrich America and to help our 
Government or our people as such? To the contrary, they 
are looking out for themselves and their own peoples and an
nually spending huge amounts for armaments and their own 
seclirity. If these foreign governments, the most of them, 
would pay to America even 25 percent each year of what they 
are now expending for armaments and war preparation, their 
debts to us would soon be retired. Apparently they are not 
thinking of paying us, but, to the contrary, are arming to the 
teeth to defend themselves in the future against all comers. 
This makes it more evident to us that America stands alone 
and cannot depend upon assistance from foreign nations. 

Little Finland, I believe, is the only one which is meeting 
its obligations. This, one of the weakest of all the debtor 
nations, has paid us as follows: 
De~ 1~ 1932 ______ $58,000 $128,235.00 ----------
June 15, 1933_____________ 148,592.50 ---------
Dec. 15, 1933______ 62, 000 148, 592. 50 
Jtune 15, 1934_____________ 147,507.50 
I>ec. 15, 1934 _____ 62,000 147,507.50 
Jtune 15, 1935_____________ 146,422.50 
I>ec. 15, 1935 _____ 65,000 146,422.50 
June 15, 1936_____________ 145, 285. 00 
Dec. 15, 1936______ 67, 000 145, 285. 00 
June 15, 1937_____________ 144,112.50 
Dec. 15, 1937 _____ 69,000 144,112.50 
Jtune 15, 1938_____________ 142,905.00 
I>ec. 15, 1938 _____ 71,000 142,905.00 

$19,030.50 
19,030.50 
19,030.50 
19,030.50 
19,030.50 . 
19,030.50 
19, 030.50 
19,030.50 
19,030.50 
19,030.50 
19,030.50 

$186,235.00 
148,592.50 
229,623.00 
166,538.00 
228,538.00 
165,453.00 
230,453.00 
164,315.50 
231,315.50 
163,143.00 
232,143.00 
161,935.50 
232,935.50 

Apr. 14, 1938, between the United States and the Republic of Nicaragua, ratified by 
the United States Senate on June 13, 1938. 

NOTE.-Indebtedness of Germany to the United States on account of costs of 
army of occupation and awards under Settlement of War Claims Act of 1928, as 
amended, not shown in above statement, but discussed on p. 29 and following. 

In addition to the thirteen-odd billion ~hich is mentioned, 
Germany ls due the United States a war debt total of 
508,687,731.45 reichsmarks. This figure is of March 1, 
1939, at which time I believe a reichsmark was valued at 
some 40 cents American money. What is Germany now 
doing toward paying the debt due our Nation? I believe it 
is well known by all of us the rampant dictatorship and mil
itaristic fervor which now permeates all Germany and how 
this Nation is now taking within its iron grip small, weaker 
states. 

It is quite interesting to know that Italy is due our Gov
ernment well over $2,000,000,000. What has been its his
tory over the past 2 or ·3 years-killing Negroes in north 
Africa and overrunning Spain. These nations have money 
for armaments but not money to pay the United States. It 
is significant that France is due the United States almost 
four and one-quarter billion dollars. Do we hear of any 
proposal being made by these nations to settle up these war 
claims to our Government? I have not heard of such, but 
I am soon expecting these nations to make overtures to our 
Government with the ultimate hope of getting from our 
Nation loans and assistance. 

Such materials as are sold to foreign nations-war mate
rials or otherwise-should be sold strictly on a cash-and
carry basis. They should be compelled to put the money on 
the barrel head before the supplies leave American shores. 

It is my belief that our Nation should stay far and apart 
from foreign turmoils, interferences, and local wars and in
volvements. We are a young, progressive, new nation. 
Our Nation has been bUilt through liberality, frugality, per
severance, Christianity, and patriotism. We cannot and do 
not understand the various and several hatreds, feuds, and 
disagreements existing as such between foreign nations. By 
these nations' very history and traditions, they have inbred 
likes, dislikes, fancies, and hatreds. We have not lived with 
them in these traditions and in their history. We do not 
understand their inbred feelings, one toward the other. We 
never will, and I, for one, do not desire to do so. Likewise 
we have no business trying to interfere with their quar
rels and fights and sticking out our necks to be chopped o:ff 
to help or hinder any of them. I earnestly hope that our 
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Nation may never again become· involved in their turmoils, 
feuds, and wars. 

The Monroe Doctrine proclaims the Western Hemisphere 
as ours, and I believe our responsibility reaches as far, and 
only as far, as the Monroe Doctrine proclaims. At the pres
ent time, at least, it is not evident that any foreign nation 
plans to come over and try to take America. When and if 
this should become apparent, then is the time for us to 
defend to the last man and last dollar our American homes 
and rights. 

Many of these foreign nations are adequately able to pay 
their debts to America. Let us take, for instance, Great 
Britain, with its far-flung possessions upon which the sun 
never sets. Let us see what it has in the Western Hemi-
sphere. . 

The British colonial possessions in the Western Hemis
phere are-

Newfoundland and Labrador: Newfoundland, an island on 
the northeast side of the Gulf of St. Lawrence; area, 42,000 
square miles; population 0935), 284,844. Labrador, situated 
on the northeast coast of the American Continent; popula
tion, 4,264. 

The Bermudas: A group of about 300 small islands lying 
approximately 580 miles to the eastward of Cape Hatteras, 
North Carolina; area, 19 square miles; population 0931), 
27,789. 

West Indies: Bahama Islands, a group of islands situated 
east of Florida; area, 4,375% square miles; population <1931), 
59,828. Barbados, the most easterly of the Caribbean 
Islands; area, 166 square miles; population 0937), 190,939. 
Jamaica and dependencies, an island in the Caribbean Sea 
south of the eastern extremity of Cuba; area, 4,450% square 
miles; population 0921), 858,114; Cayman Island, Turks and 
Caicos Islands, dependencies; area, 89 square miles. Lee
ward Islands, southeast of Puerto Rico; total area, 708 square 
miles; total population 0937), 142,063. Windward Islands, 
three islands south of Leeward Islands: St. Lucia, area, 233 
square miles; population 0937), 67,404; st. Vincent, area, 198 
square miles; population 0931), 47,961; Grenada, area, 133 
square miles; population 0937), 88,201. Trinidad (and To
bago), an island 16 miles east of Venezuela; area, 1,862 square 
miles; population (l931), 387,425; Tobago, area, 116 square 
miles; population 0931), 25,358. 

British Guiana: Situated on the northeast coast of South 
America; area, 89,480 square miles; population 0937), 
337,039. 

British Honduras: Situated on the east coast of Central 
America; area, 8,598 square miles; population (1931), 51,347. 

Falkland Islands: Situated in the South Atlantic Ocean, 
480 miles northeast of Cape Horn: total area, 4,618 square 
miles; population 0931), 2,392. 

FRANCE 

Now what are the French possessions in the Western Hemis
phere? 

They are-
St. Pierre-Miquelon: Two small groups of islands south of 

Newfoundland; total area, 93 square miles; total popula
tion <1936), 4,175. 

Guadeloupe and dependencies: A group of islands in the 
Lesser Antilles; area, 688 square miles; population <1936), 
304,239. 

Martinique: Situated south of Guadeloupe; area, 385 square 
miles; population 0936), 246,712. • 

French Guiana: Situated on the northeast coast of South 
America; area, 34,740 square miles; population 0936), 30,906. 

Now, would 1t not be equitable and just for these two 
great powerful nations that, combined, owe us some two
thirds of the foreign war debt, to cede to the United States 
sufficient of their Western Hemisphere lands and posses
sions to justly settle these debts? The United States has 
for a long while been very desirous of a great super high
way connecting Alaska with the Northwest of our great 
country. As chairman of the Territories Committee of the 
House, for the past several years, I have been deeply inter-

ested in a project of this kind but we have been unable to 
work out a satisfactory agreement even for a right-of-way 
from the State of Washington to Alaska. How appropriate 
it would be for Great Britain to cede to the United States 
a strip of territory of, say, 100 miles width, reaching from 
the State of Washington to the southern end of Alaska. 
Also, would it not be very appropriate for Great Britain 
and France to cede to the United States, British and French 
Guiana, South America, in order that the United States · 
could more surely perfect its just rights in industrial and 
trade life of the South American republics? Would it not 
be indeed appropriate for the Bahama Islands and Trinidad 
together with other islands in the Caribbean Sea to be 
permitted to fly the American flag and be a part and parcel 
of the United States? 

I call on the Foreign Affairs Committee and the State De
partment and the treaty-making legislative branch· of the 
Congress to give consid2ration to these matters to the end 
that these just debts may be settled for the betterment of 
all nations concerned. No; I am not advocating a war in an 
effort to collect these debts. These debts are not worth a 
world war. No just monetary value can be placed upon the 
life of men. When war comes, men die. I would not advo
cate a war to collect these debts but I do believe that super
statesmanship and diligent effort may be able at this critical 
time in the history of the . world to work out a solution to 
equitable and just agreement and settlement of many of 
these foreign debts. I urge my colleagues to have these 
matters uppermost in mind in connection with the bill 
before us today. [Applause.] . 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks and to include therein the matters 4\-eferred to by 
me. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I find myself in thorough 

agreement, and cannot fail to so state, with every word 
uttered by the distinguished gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. RICHARDS] and the distinguished gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. KEE] in their expressions of surprise that this 
amendment came as it did this afternoon. 

I will admit that the distinguished gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. ALLEN], for whom I have always had a very 
high regard, stated to us this morning that he insisted on 
doing it over our protest, but I just did not believe he would 
carry out that intention until he did it. He and the gentle
man from South Carolina and myself have several times cast 
votes contrary to the normal Democratic vote in the com
mittee-that is, we have decided minor questions in favor 
of the other side of the aisle-but after having reached a 
decision there, the able gentleman from South Carolina and 
I did not change. 

The gentleman stated that the passage of this neutrality 
law was not being honest with the people. I would like to 
know when was he honest with the people back yonder in 
the committee or in introducing this amendment here today? 
He said it was because of a changed sentiment since that 
time. If we are to legislate here on changes of sentiment, 
every time we are deluged with a bunch of propaganda or 
by pressure efforts-if we are to legislate in that way, chang
ing day after day, with the daily changes of sentirilent, I am 
sorry for the country. [Applause.] 

The gentleman spoke of international law having come 
about through the experience of the ages, and yet after 2 or 
3 months of conference he wishes to change this entire bill 
here this afternoon on the floor of the House. If it passes 
in this House this afternoon-time does not permit me to 
go into it, but I wish to go on record as saying and calling 
your attention to what happens if it passes today in Com
mittee and . fails in the House tomorrow-it will no more 
accomplish what some people who are for it think it will 
than anything in the world. Wait and see when we get ·back 
into the House. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel felL] 
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Mr. STEARNS of New Hampshire. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in suppport of the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN], and rather than use words of my 
own, I should like to place before the Committee the words of 
another which express my thoughts most effectively. 

Lest I be cut off at the end, I would say to begin with that 
it is no munitions maker who writes these words. This is no 
Anglomaniac, this is no administration "yes" man; it is Prof. 
Philip Marshall Brown, professor of international law at 
Princeton University, and one of the editors of World Affairs, 
the organ of the American Peace Society, the oldest and most 
distinguished peace organization in this country: 

ON BEING NEUTRAL 

Although the United States has done more than any other nation 
to establish and simplify the law of neutrality, the subject of late 
has become increasingly obscured. The fundamental reason for this 
confusion of thought is to be found in the conflicting policies advo
cated by various groups. There are many who hold that the ex
perience of the World War proves that it is practically impossible to 
assert and maintain neutral rights without ultimately resorting to 
war. They would virtually abandon all claims to neutral rights and 
either withdraw into an armadillo kind of isolation or openly take 
sides against an "unjust aggressor." Those who want peace at any 
price have sought by so-called neutrality legislation to determine in 
advance the policy to be followed by the United States in time of 
war. This legislation has resulted in unanticipated anomalous 
situations with respect to the Spanish civil war and the war between 
China and Japan. 

There are those who talk of coercive "measures short of war" 
to be used by a neutral nation against an unjust aggressor, in the 
strange belief that the latter will not exentually strike back with 
warlike measures. This group of Americans has a large number 
of distinguished adherent~. Whatever the arguments they may 
invoke in support of such a policy, one thing is perfectly clear
it is not neutrality. 

As between tltbse who would supinely abandon neutral rights and 
those who would take sides openly because they believe neutrality 
to be either impossible or shameless, there would seem to be a 
respectable middle course for those honest and reasonable people 
who believe that the way to be neutral is just to be neutral. With 
his good common sense, President Washington saw this clearly, 
and a long line of court decisions and ·able state papers have devel
oped perfectly logical and clear principles of neutrality. The World 
.War did not demonstrate so much their futility as their need of 
adaptability to changing conditions of warfare. 

The main principles of neutrality have been succinctly summa
rized under the captions "Abstention," "Prevention," and "Acqui
escence." A neutral nation will not merely be impartial but will 
sedulously abstain from taking sides in any way whatever. It will 
_do all in its power to prevent its territory being used for unneutral . 
purposes. It will acquiesce in certain restrictions on peacetime 
intercourse which the exigencies of war may impose. If a neutral 
nation holds that its rights have been infringed, it does not nave to 
go to war in their immediate defense. A right need never be 
·sacrificed simply because redress cannot be had at once. That is 
not the way law works, and international law is no exception, as 
was demonstrated in the settlement of the "Alabama claims" by 
Great Britain by the payment of $15,500,000 to the United States. 

These simple and sane principles of neutrality have been elucidated 
by the rule of reason in numerous instances. They would seem to be 
better bases for national policy than the intricate kind of so-called 
neutrality legislation of recent years. No matter how distrustful 
Congress may be of the Executive power, it cannot take on itself 
any full responsibility for the conduct of foreign relations or share 
the responsibility for diplomatic negotiations. The movement back 
to normal neutrality would seem therefore to be entirely in accord 
with the dictates of common sense and in harmony with over 140 
years of experlence. The United States would still be free to retire 
like an armadillo into a fancied isolation if it so desires, to adopt 
"measures short of war," or to side openly against an unjust 
aggressor. It would be free to abandon rights of neutrality or 
to claim, assert, maintain, and ultimately to vindicate its rights. 
In any event, under these well-tested rules, the course of action 
would not be rigidly prescribed in advance, and representative 
government would still be able to draw upon the best judgment 
and precedents available to reach a sound decision concerning the 
attitude the United States should take in time of war. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. STEARNS of New Hampshire. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my remarks in the RECORD 
and to include the balance of the article read by me. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Hampshire? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PATRICK. . Mr. Chairman, at last, after 3 hours' 

constant effort, I am on my feet. 
I am going to still support the Committee, even though 

it worked us out of time we would like to have had. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, in a neu
tral matter of this kind several things present themselves 
differently from our approach to other matters on legisla
tion applying within our native confines, but let us not try 
to find any solace in the idea of falling back on interna
tional law. International law stands today as a ship with
out an anchor and a vessel without a captain, so far as the 
United States is concerned. 

I am going to support the Committee and oppose this 
amendment because the amendment would throw us right 
back onto international law, which would mean destruc
tion so far as our being able to anchor to anything definite 
and secure is concerned. We are the outstanding power 
Nation and leading unit of the Western Hemisphere, with 
all its responsibility; can we not say something? Are we 
able to stand on our own feet and lay out certain rules and 
measures-and surely nothing more intelligent or needful 
could be prescribed than that which is set out in the measure 
before us today-and listen to me, please. Let us not forget 
that when we move to the scope of international activity in 
commerce and behavior, it is a different matter from our 
usual actions here. Let us not get disturbed, then, about 
the power one man must employ, because when we move into 
international relations, then we are a unit, not Democrats 
or Republicans, but a people are we. We can all be con
cerned here at home when we are passing laws for this 
Nation about the power we give .. to the President, and every
thing like that, but regardless of whether the Democrats 
are in power or the Republicans are in power, or whoever 
is President, we have got then to unify ourselves under the 
head as one Nation, and then there is one other thing to be 
considered, and that is that this is a moving figure and if 
Wf; can pass a constructive neutrality law, it must be made 
to fit a changing picture, a moving figure that will follow 
and support a reshaping of things. Therefore, we must set 
out by allowing the . President to meet stipulated circum
stances and issue a proclamation, let the enforcement of 
the law begin and then let that judgment hold forth, and 
by no other means and by no other system and by no other 
measure that has yet been conceived can any kind of neu
trality law ever hope to be effective. [Applause.] 

[Here the gevel fell.J 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts 

[Mr. CLASON] is recognized for 3 minutes. 
The CHAffiMAN . . The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 

MASON] is recognized for 3 minutes. 
Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, and members of the Com

mittee, I was one of 13 in this House who voted "no" on the 
1937 neutrality bill which is now the law. I have never 
regretted that "no" vote of mine. It was one of the first 
votes I cast in this House. I voted "no" on that bill be
cause, as I said then, I felt that the provisions of that bill 
would tend to drag us into war rather than keep us out of 
it. I have had no reason to change my mind during the 
last 2 years. I .am opposed to the Bloom bill for exactly the 
same reason. I feel that the provisions of this bill will tend 
to entangle us rather than keep us free if the bill becomes 
law. I am for the Allen amendment. I am for it because I 
believe it would restore in this Nation the proper constitu
tional balance between the executive department and the 
Congress on war matters. I think that is the essential thing 
we should do. I do not believe that this Congress is playing 
fair witll the people of the Nation when they cause them 
to believe, as they have caused them to believe in past years, 
that by the passage of a law, we can keep this Nation from 
becoming entangled in other quarrels. It cannot be done. 
It is time for us to confess to the people of this Nation 
that we cannot do that by law. · By the passage of so-called 
neutrality bills, we are really telling the people of this Na
tion to pull the ostrich act of burying its head in the sand, 
and thereby believe that we are out of danger. That is the 
situation these neutrality laws bring about. We have been 
at fault in this matter. I think we -cannot and should not 
tie the hands of the officials of this Government and pre
vent them from acting as circumstances warrant when occa-
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sion arises. The passage of any neutrality act does that 
thing. We should certainly repudiate the neutrality acts 
that have faiied, that we have been foolish enough to pass 
in the past, and reinstitute a constitutional balance of 
power. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania 

·[Mr. FADDIS] is recognized for 3 minutes. 
Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, in enacting legislation of 

this or, of course, of any other kind, we are attempting to 
produce something for the use of this Nation, for the pro
tection of, and for the service of our interests as· they may 
appear in connection with any situation. 

On page 15 of the Bloom bill, line 7, is the heading, 
"Repeal of acts of 1935, 1936, and 1937.u 

I should think that would be sufficient reason in the mind 
of any clear-thinking man on this committee today to sup
port the Allen amendment. 

Mr. HOUSTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FADDIS. I yield. 
Mr. HOUSTON. I just want to bring this out as a matter 

of record, that in the event the Allen amendment is agreed 
to, that does not repeal the so-called Johnson Act. 
· Mr. FADDIS. No; it does not. It will still prevail. 

I should think that the fact of the admission in the Bloom 
bill itself that three times this committee and three times 
this Congress have acknowledged themselves unable to enact 
legislation along this line would be sufficient to convince 
anyone that the Allen amendment should be adopted. 

Three times this committee has tried, three times this 
Congress has tried to write legislation for· the protection of 
the interests of this Nation in times of emergency, and three 
times they themselves have admitted that they are impotent 
in this respect. With this in front of us as an example, have 
we any reason to believe that we can do any better today 
than we have done in the past? Every man knows that the 
original legislation in 1935 was enacted against the sound 
judgment of practically every Member who voted for it; 
that it was enacted in response to the hysterical demand 
from this Nation that legislation of this kind be enacted. 
Now, it is time for the Congress to meet the country fairly 
and squarely and acknowledge that they themselves have 
learned the absolute impossibility of legislating a policy for 
this Nation to follow in situations which are as yet unknown 
and which must continue to be unknown until they arise. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina 

[Mr. BURGIN], is recognized for 3 minutes. 
Mr. BURGIN. Mr. Chairman and ladies and gentlemen 

of the Committee, this amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN] has my sympathy. The 
fact of the matter is, I feel, that that is the thing, perhaps, 
that ought to be done; but under the circumstances I shall 
vote against it for the reason that I feel the people as a 
whole back in our different districts are not yet ready for it. 
In my district they have felt for the last 3 or 4 years that 
the neutrality legislation passed by this House is a measure 
trying to prevent America from getting into another war. 
I think that this suggestion has lodged in the heart of my 
friend, Mr. ALLEN, and in my heart and in the hearts of 
a number of other people. The profound address of the 
gentleman from New York, Mr. WADSWORTH, and the gentle
man from Connecticut, Mr. SHANLEY, and the gentleman 
from New Jersey, Dr. EAToN, a member of our committee, 
were very convincing, but I ask you to consider the question 
whether the people in our different districts are ready for 
this. Perhaps it was a mistake in the beginning. I am not 
saying that that is my opinion, but perhaps it was a mistake 
to ever enact a neutrality law at an. However, we have a 
neutrality law on the books and the people as a rule do not 
know much about it. I do not know much about it. I have 
been a member of this committee for 6 months. I have 
heard neutrality talked, I have slept with neutrality, I have 

LXXXIV--524 

eaten neutrality, and I know very little about it yet. I 
think that is the same thing with the country at large, 

In this House we have heard a great deal about the 
Bloom bill. 

I make no criticism of anybody who has criticized the 
Bloom bill. It amends the present law, ameliorates it, prob
ably lessens its more rigid provisions, and perhaps the best 
thing to do at this time is to pass the bill the committee has 
brought in, leaving it .to some future Congress to correct it 
entirely, [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
· The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 

MILLER] is recognized for 3 minutes. 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I say frankly and in all sin

cerity that I am heartsick at the thought of even the possi
bility that this House would seriously consider repealing all 
neutrality legislation. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
just a moment? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
Mr. FISH. I call attention, Mr. Chairman, to the fact that 

the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. MILLER] is one of the 
most distinguished veterans of the World War, a man who 
knows what he is talking about, because he sut!ered in that 
war. [Applause.] 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I cannot yield further for 
that. 

Mr. FISH. He is about to make a direct appeal to everyone 
in this House. [Applause.] 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to inject my 
own personality into this, but I do Eay that the veterans of the 
World War united in an organization at the Emd of the war 
and, as was pointed out by the gentleman from California 
[Mr. IZAcJ,,studied this question of neutrality and year after 
year passed resolutions in their national conventions asking 
for neutrality. They still want neutrality. They want our 
present act perfected, not annihilated. If the people of this 
country thought for one minute that here this evening we 
were going to wipe out all neutrality legislation, our mail 
would be heavier in the next few days than it was during the 
well-known Supreme Court fight of the last session. [Ap
plause.] I have received hundreds and hundreds of letters 
a:sk.ing for neutrality legislation, but not one asking that we 
repeal the present neutrality law. No proponent of the Allen 
amendment has stated on the floor of this House-nor will 
he contradict the statement--that if we were to wipe out 
existing neutrality law we would be right back where we were 
in 1914. 

Over yonder on the hills of Arlington and in the cemeteries 
across the sea lie thousands of victims of international law, 
who, if they could, would raise their voices against the pro
posed Allen amendment to wipe out all existing neutrality 
legislation. If in the period from 1914 to 1917 we had had 
on our statute books even the present neutrality law, I believe 
President Wilson would have enforced the law and that we 
would not have participated in the World War. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Referring to the gentleman's statement, 

would he not agree that today, as in 1914, the power to declare 
war still rests with the Congress of the United States? 

Mr: MILLER. Th~ power to declare war, yes; but not the 
people who could involve us in a war, numerous American 
citizens and international bankers. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 

MAssiNGALE] is recognized for 3 minutes. 
Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to tfie 

amendment offered by my friend from Pennsylvania because 
I believe it will not satisfy the wishes of the American people 
to revert to international law if, indeed, as suggested by my 
friend from South Carolina [Mr. RICHARDS] there is any 
international law to revert to. What we ought to do and 
what we should have done from the beginning is to come 
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clean about neutrality and not engage in political bunk. 
That is all we have been feeding the people. They have had 
no neutrality law, and we ought to have told them that they 
did not have any. The law we are now operating under is 
no neutrality law. I doubt very much if it is within the 
ability of Congress to draw a neutrality law that has any 
force or effect. The effect . of any law we can pass in Con
gress and label neutrality is simply an expression to the Pres
ident of what Congress thinks should be his course of con
duct in case this country be in danger of involvement in war 
with another government. That is all it means. The Con
stitution of the United States and the Supreme Court of the
United States have declared the power of the President of 
the United States to be supreme when it comes to such mat
ters as this. What difference does it make if we get up here 
simply for the purpose of trying to prejudice somebody for or 
against the President of the United States and talk about 
giving him additional power? He has all the power he 
wants. The trouble is that we are trying to put something 
over on the American people, trying, some of us, to beat down 
the ears of the President of the United States in the esteem 
of the people of this Republic. Why, the people have more 
confidence in the President of the United States and in his 
statesmanship, and ability, and Americanism than they have 
probably got in all of this Congress put together. They 
elected him but they did not elect each of us to assume the 
leadership or to make the policy for the Government of this 
country. [Applause.] 

So much misinformation has been disseminated about 
neutrality that the people really believe we have a neu
trality law that will keep the United States out of war. We 
have no such law and never did have. True, the people of 
the United States want such law and, I say, despite the 
Constitution and the holdings of the Supreme Court of the 
United States we, as the Congress, ought to express our
selves so strongly against the doing of anything by the 
President or the Secretary of State that would endanger 
involving this country in war that these gentlemen woUld 
heed and follow the wishes of Congress. Such provisions 
in the proposed law as forbidding loans to countries at war, 
prohibiting shipments of arms and munitions, and so forth, 
in American vessels, forbidding travel of Americans in war 
zones, and denying to warring nations the use of our ports 
for their ships should become the law of this land and, if 
so, it will greatly lessen the danger of our own involvement. 
We should stay at home and not jump into the rows and 
troubles of Europe. We may have our sympathies for or 
against any other nation, but let us not make the mistake 
of letting our people or our banks furnish money or credit 
to any European country that may be involved in war. We 
have plenty to do if we look after our domestic affairs. We 
should be busy taking the inequality out of some of our laws 
and not too much concerned over Europe. Personally, I am 
convinced that the best service we are capable of rendering 
our own country is to turn our hearts and minds to con
sideration of America. Make sure that no American is 
hungry or in need -o:f the essentials of life and there will 
not be danger of war. Our people wa:ht peace, Congress 
wants peace, the President wants peace, and I think the 
thing to do is to keep the most helpful features of the 
present Neutrality Act and extend it so it will be of more 
effect as an effort to keep us out of war. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 

REED] is recognized for 3 minutes. 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, in the very 

br:,ief minutes allotted me, and they are all too brief, I want 
to remind the House that 22 years ago this fall I stood at 
Fort Seville, near the city of Verdun. There I saw 7 miles 
swept absolutely clean of every vestige, every shrub; every 
living thing was gone. It had been plowed over with ex
plosive shells. Artillery was then firing. The commander 
of that fort told me that at one time at the peak of the 
drive against that particular section, the city of Verdun. 

that the troops came on and on and fell in such numbers 
that they could not cliinb over their own dead. 

I think not many people have gone over a battlefield fol
lowing a war, and I want' to tell you while you are discussing 
this bill something about the realities of war. 

Until 1932 ten cartloads of skulls and bones were taken to 
the building established to hold the bones of those who died 
on that spot. Just over beyond is a valley where you can see 
a hundred thousand little crosses that has been a place 
of pilgrimage for the mothers of the soldiers who died there. 
"'ou can see them kneeling there day after day, praying 
that there shall never be war again. This includes the Ger
man mothers, as well as the French mothers, and others who 
have gone here. I say to you that is war. The mothers of 
this country at this very minute are in jitters fearing this 
Congress or this administration will carry us into another 
holocaust. 

Regardless of the high type of statesmanship on this 
floor, much as I believe in international law, and I would 
like to see us go back to international law, there is one thing 
I would never wipe from the statute books and that is the 
right to say to any nation at war, "we will or we will not sell 
arms to you. We will embargo if we see fit, whenever war is 
declared." That is what the people want in this country. 
Are you going home to these mothers, to these peace societies, 
these farm organizations, and these parent-teacher associa
tions and starid before them, after you have put on the books 
something they believe is their protection against war and 
sending their boys to war, and say that you voted for this 
amendment to wipe it out? They still have confidence in -
that neutrality act. 

Mr. Chairman, I am against the Allen amendment. It 
should be defeated. I do not want to see this House misled 
today. I want to see you vote that amendment down. I am 
against the Bloom bill also and, when a motion is made to 
recommit the bill, if it is made, I shall vote to recommit the 
bill to the committee and let that committee take time 
to give this subject further study. We are at peace with all 
the world. Let that committee take time to plumb this 
question down to its very depths, then bring in here some~ 
thing sane and sound that will protect the people just as far 
as human fallibility will permit. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHARIMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Wisconsin [Mr. HAWKS]. 
Mr. HAWKS. Mr. Chairman, I have not spoken on the 

pending bill because I do not assume to be an authority 
on international law nor upon neutrality; but I would like 
to remind the Members of the House of the letters that 
have been received from the folks back home demanding 
that this Congress pass a neutrality act. Right or wrong, 
the folks back home want us to do something. There is 
not a man in this House who is in position to ignore the 

' demands of the people who sent him down here. If your 
folks want a neutrality act, it is not your business to tell 
them you are not going to give them one. It is not your 
business to tell them that you are going to put this country 
back on the basis of international law. International law 
in their minds means just one thing: It means 1914, it means 
1917, it means graves in France and graves in Arlington; 
it means heartaches at home; and you and I are in no posi
tion to deny those people the things that they want. I 
want to tell you it is unmistakable that they want neutral
ity. They have every confidence that the Congress can pass 
a neutrality act. It may not keep us out of war, it may 
not do that thing that we all want, namely, preserve peace, 
but it should make us stop and think. We should be able 
to pass an act here that will make it harder to get into 
war and if we have not the intelligence to pass that kind 
of a law all of us ought to be sent home. We have not 
any business down here. If you are honest with yourselves 
as you sit here trying to make up your minds what you are 
going to do, you should remember one thing. You should 
remember that the folks back home insist that you do some-
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thing definite at this time to put them at peace and give 
some sense of security. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Ohio [Mr. JoNES]. 
Mr. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, somebody said that 

the passage of this amendment will take us back to 1914. 
I would like to have you consider whether or not this amend
ment will take us back 150 years. I believe this country 
would be in better shape if the State Department had drafted 
a neutrality proclamation for the other end of Pennsylvania 
Avenue instead of bringing this bill down here before Con
gress. Bear in mind that the first neutrality legislation was 
written by George Washington in 1793 after several nations 
in Europe were at war. He wrote it with reference to a set 
of facts that were already in existence. 

If there is any need today for statesmanship, it is the call 
for statesmanship at the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue 
to issue a proclamation of neutrality, with the vision of 
Washington, with the philosophy and the ideals of a man of 
Washington's character who is satisfied with the singular 
honor of being the President of the greatest nation on the 
face of the earth. With that kind of proclamation and the 
discontinuance of careless, ill-framed statements of the 
State Department and the President at every turn of events 
in Europe the people of America would he reassured of 
peace. 

I am sure the people of the United States are satisfied that 
the Monroe Doctrine was born under constitutional authority. 
It kept us out of foreign entanglements then. These ex
amples illustrate how neutrality first took its roots in Amer
ica. By the constitutional authority for 150 years vested in 
the President, that I discussed this morning, these proclama
tions really guaranteed neutrality to our people. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman. yield? 
Mr. JONES of Ohio. I yield to the gentleman from Penn

sylvania. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Is the gentleman in favor of 

my amendment? 
Mr. JONES of Ohio. I think we should give very care

ful consideration to this matter in order to bring ourselves 
to the same position that George Washington found himself 
in during the year 1793. I am giving the amendment my 
very careful consideration because the neutrality proclama
tion of Washington kept us out of that war, it certainly 
ought to be looked upon as a guiding star for us today. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from California [Mr. HINsHAW] for 3 minutes. 
Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, the present Neutrality 

Act has gotten us into trouble in a couple of different ways. 
We tried to bring its provisions into action once, and what 
we did was to favor one side of that conflict as opposed to 
the other side. There is another conflict raging today, that 
between Japan and China, and as to that the President has 
not invoked the Neutrality Act, and consequently we are 
favoring Japan over China. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Does the gentleman object to that? 
Mr. HINSHAW. I do not want to discuss that at this 

point. I am talking about the Neutrality Act. 
Mr. BREWSTER. The gentleman apparently wants to 

consider that policy. 
Mr. HINSHAW. I have not yielded for that purpose. 
I say that it is going to be very difficult for us to draft 

any kind of a neutrality law that will not do damage to one 
nation and do good to another. At the same time, this neu
trality law, unless it is very rigidly enforced, is going to be 
very difficult for us to follow. The pending bill is even more 
unneutral, as I see it, than the existing act, in that there are 
more discretionary powers granted in it. However, in the 
first section, paragraph 1, if we perhaps struck out the word 
"President" and inserted the word "Congress," it would give 
some responsibility for the actions of the United States to 
this body supposedly sent here to represent the people. I 

• 

believe that we are in confusion badly confounded, and I 
believe that this whole matter should go back to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs for them to make another try at it. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Texas [Mr. KLEBERG] for 3 minutes. 
Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Chairman, I have remained seated 

in this Chamber throughout the entire period of this debate. 
I have not had an opportunity to attend the deliberations of 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, not being a member of 
that committee, but I am convinced that in the light of past 
history the greatest neutrality act this Congress could enact 
at the present time would be the adoption of the amendment 
offered by the distinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. ALLEN]. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, past history would indicate, certainly, if 
we still have the faith of our fathers and believe in the God 
of our fathers and in the constitutional form of representa
tive democracy we are pleased to call the Government of 
the United States, that a greater faith in the Congress of 
the United States and in the office of the President would 
give us a greater guaranty of safety and peace than any 
of the various measures we have considered and enacted 
into law in the past. I must say at this moment, however, 
that the bill offered by the committee is, in my candid opin
ion, a great improvement on the Neutrality Act under which 
we now function. I cannot believe there could be any device 
that would effectuate unneutrality more quickly than the 
section of the present act referring to embargoes. 

I shall support the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN]; and if that amendment. 
should fail, I shall support the bill offered by the committee, 
which, I am sure, has received the best study of the com
mittee. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER]. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, it is an extraordinary 

situation that a bill should be passed by so overwhelming 
a majority the last time we had the question of arms embargo 
up here--there was only one dissenting vote in the House, 
and that vote was cast by the gentleman from Minnesota, 
Mr. Bernard, who has not returned to this Chamber-and 
that we should now be told that an arms embargo is alto
gether wrong. What mysterious influence has operated so 
completely to change our minds? It is even suggested that 
a constitutional question is involved, although it is certainly 
a novel suggestion that the legislation under which we have 
been functioning without question for 4 years, signed by the 
President, does not come within the constitutional power of 
the Congress. It is curious to hear the doctrine seriously 
advanced that Congress has power to declare war, but has no 
power to adopt legislation designed to insure peace. 

I cannot see that under an arms embargo we will keep out 
of war. I can say that under international law as hitherto 
interpreted we did not stay out of the last war. I can point 
out how almost inevitably we will become involved in the 
next great conflagration unless an arms embargo is adopted. 

Great Britain and France do not possess the gold treasure 
to finance a single month of war. In one of the great engage
ments overseas they expended $600,000,000 worth of ammuni
tion in a single fight, and they have less than $2,000,000,000 
in gold left now. 

What does this mean? It means that either we will give 
them credit or we will take their other goods in pay. Just so 
certainly as that happens, within a year we will be at the edge 
of the same abyss we faced in March 1917 when Ambassador 
Page told us that we would either have to take up arms with 
Britain or everything was lost. , I do not want to see America 
walk to the edge of that abyss again. I say. let us s-tand by 
the considered policy we adopted 4 years ago, and which we 
have reiterated in each of the incidents that have since oc
curred, and leave with the Congress and the President under 
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the present limitation the responsibility of keeping America 
upon a peacetime economy. That is the best guaranty that 
America will keep out of the next war. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J · 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Pennsylvania [Mr. MosER] for 3 minutes. 
Mr. MOSER. Mr. Chairman, on a resolution like the 

one under consideration by the Committee and on the pro
posed amendment pending, I feel as though I would rather 
reminisce than advocate. As a Christian nation, we who be
lieve in Holy Writ have learned that Moses went into a high 
mountain there to obtain the Law of God. When he de
scended and found his associate Aaron had erected a golden 
ca.lf before which his followers were worshiping, in his anger 
and passion he literally broke the Law of God writ on tables 
of stone. 

The durability of this law transcribed on stone has failed 
since the very beginning of law. God's law in the form of 
commandments have been broken and violated ever since 
first given to man. As civilization advanced mankind set 
himself into nations, and nations have found it necessary to 
enact and enforce laws. Laws transcribed whether on parch
ment or paper have proven no more efficacious than those 
written on stone. If people observed the Golden Rule, there 
would be no need for law. Because they do not, laws must 
be enacted to restrain them, and yet no nation seems to have 
found a method of eliminating law because the people were 
that kind toward other people they did not need law. People 
among themselves violate existing laws of their government. 
It is equally true of all peoples and nations. 

The law of nations came into being as international law 
to protect the rights and freedom of peoples of one nation 
as against the aggression or transgression of another nation. 
This law of nations was violated by a great power as the 
aggressor in the great World War, styling it as a "scrap of 
paper." With this arrogant and defiant action, we are all 
familiar. At the end of that World War, representatives of the 
combatant nations met in Versailles to arrive at a conclusion 
of peace. From this meeting there emerged the theory that 
a League of Nations should be devised and set up to provide 
as a collective dictator over all nations to protect the peace 
and domestic tranquillity of each member against the aggres
sion of another. Naturally an aggressor must of necessity 
be determined, and once determined economic sanctions were 
to be applied to the aggressor. We have since observed the 
example of the League's members becoming aggressors and 
severing connection with it; waging war (undeclared war if 
you please) but nonetheless war, with all its agonies and 
consequences against another member of the League, even 
the same as if there had been no League among its agreeing 
nations at all, their becoming signatories to the compact and 
agreement, carrying no weight at all, the contract being 
manifestly regarded as another "scrap of paper." 

Though President Wilson verily believed the entrance of 
the United States into the World War would in e:trect be a 
"war to end all wars," and to make the "world safe for 
democracy," his e:trort was immediately repudiated and the 
peace treaty with a League of Nations tied into it was 
rejected by a recalcitrant Senate, a separate treaty being 
subsequently entered into and the United States of America 
remained aloof from the entangling alliances with foreign 
nations, against which both Washington and Je:trerson 
vouchsafed their forebodings. 

We recall next, how a World Court was set up and every 
energy expended to have the United States enter into this 
newer compact. It was rather universally styled as a "back
door entrance to the League of Nations." Each proposal to 
enter into and participate in the World Court has been re
jected by the Senate. It appears rather strikingly signifi
c~\ however' that after th'e proposed entrance was last 
rejected ~y ~he United States Senate, the Neutrality Act of 
1935 came int~ being. I was not then a Member of this 
House, but I have d' 'tlY!d recollection of the subsequent 
enactments since I have bt&il,~ Member of the body. 

I recall the vote on the embargo on shipments of arms to 
Spain, when only one Member of this House, and in fact the 
entire Congress of the United States, voted against it, as 
referred to by the previous Member to occupy this well of 
the House. Having had occasion to check that vote on an 
inquiry from a constituent, I learned that detailed result, 
the vote in the Senate having been unanimous. I have since 
been traduced and threatened with a plotted kidnaping as 
advocated by a deserter from the Loyalist Army in Spain, 
who came to my district to agitate and advocate acts of 
that rash character. I received a telegram from that same 
group demanding that we lift that embargo on arms to 
Spain and impose it immediately on Germany, Italy, and 
Japan. This gives a concept of what evolves in the minds 
of certain · people who abuse the liberties with which we 
indulge strangers within our midst. When the receipt of 
this telegram was incidentally mentioned to Colonel Mcin
tyre, secretary to the President.. he exclaimed: "Why, that 
is the very step that would immediately plunge this country 
into war." There is little doubt in my mind, the agitator 
could have desired no less than exactly this occurrence. 

When in April 1937 we voted the amendment providing 
the cash-and-.carry plan, I vouchsafed the opinion to a 
colleague, that regardless as to how and what we legislate, 
when it comes to regulating and restraining the passions of. 
man, our enactments will be ine:trective and impotent. Since 
the beginning of civilization, all attempts of man to restrict 
and restrain these passions have proven futile. As a school
boy I learned in history that Penn's treaty with the Indians 
was the only one never signed and the only one never broken. 
Though I voted for the cash-and-carry amendment, I did 
so predicting its violation and its impotency, and I find I was 
not mistaken. 

Though I advocated ratification of the eighteenth amend
ment by the assembly of my State, and collaborated with 
Government agents engaged in the enforcement of the Vol
stead Act to carry out the provisions of that amendment, I 
learned very early in experience that the appetites, desires, 
and passions of mankind are not subject to legislative enact
ment and executive enforcement, and was soon won over to 
the opinion that no law could be passed to force people to 
remain sober. I saw the Volstead Act violated and flouted 
from its enactment to its nullification by the repeal of the 
amendment, and then saw a senator in my State escape his 
previous conviction by a court's determination of exoneration 
for the violation of the act, on the repeal of the amendment 
before the sentence had been imposed. 

Whether it be in the traffic of liquor, narcotics, or muni
tions, regardless of the law, when the profit to be realized 
becomes great enough to take the risk, people theretofore to 
all appearances previously law abiding will take the risk of 
its violation. Only when the spirit of God looks upon the 
hearts and minds of mankind as it did upon the face of the 
waters in the Genesis, will we have the application of the 
Golden Rule, freedom from violation of law, whether of 
nations or neutrality. The millennium is not in sight. I 
cannot forecast its probability. I hold therefore that re
gardless of what action this Congress may take on the 
question of neutrality, it will be violated as soon as there is 
enough profit in it to warrant the chance they may have to 
take to satiate the greed of the unscrupulous. 

With the cessation of hostilities in Spain, the Spanish 
embargo was duly lifted by Executive proclamation. With 
the expiration of the period of its enactment the· cash-and
carry automatically expired, yet we, as Members of the Con
gress, receive declarations of dire consequences because of it by 
well intentioned constituents and correspondents. But under 
the existing neutrality law as it was enacted in 1935 and 
continues, we have unwittingly placed our President of the 
United States in the very position the Nation declined t.o 
take when remaining aloof from the League of Nations with 
its power to determine the aggressor and impose economic 
sanctions. We would have the President determine the 
aggressor and impose an embargo, amounting to the same 

• 
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thing, to all purposes exactly the same as if we were signa-
tories to and participants in the League. · 

I would like to go back to the early days of the war . .,()ry 
in the early teens, and before we entered the World War in 
1917, particularly. It was Count von Bernstorff who issued 
the warnings right here in Washington to Americans to 
remain off the ocean-going vessels on the ground they were 
carrying contraband. This brought the condemnation of 
the American people, the press, and the administration upon 
the head of the count and won him his passports. Today 
we have before us for consideration in this resolution the 
same proposed authority to issue such warning, but we 
would impose it upon the President and direct that he as
sume the prerogative that Count von Bernstorff arrogated to 
himself, virtually repeating the offensive conduct of Citizen 
Genet in the early history of our Republic. · 

Trust in God; rely on international law, the law of na
tions; and enforce the Monroe Doctrine and this Nation will 
be as near neutral as we have ever been, far more so than any 
act we may pass here today can make us be. 

Regardless of what we enact here today on neutrality, I 
forecast its disregard and violation when profits entice and 
lure the unscrupulous. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I just want to make this 

observation: I have been very much interested in the dis
cussion on this proposed amendment of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN], but let us see what the situation 
would really be. 

International law today declares that arms and muni
tions shipped to a belligerent are contraband, and ships 
which carry contraband are subject to be sunk or subject 
to be seized and destroyed or detained. Now, I ask the 
people who talk about international law and those people 
who are afraid of an arms embargo, why, in the name of 
common sense, if international law declares arms and muni
tions shipped to a belligerent to be contraband, why cannot 
we at least, as a Congress, declare that no contraband shall 
be shipped from the United States in a ship operated and 
manned by citizens of the United States. [Applause.] We 
will be doing nothing but wriiing into substantive law a 
prohibition which is practically contained in international 
law. 

Mr. Chairman, we have had the Ten Commandments for 
many centuries, but although those Ten Commandments 
say "Thou shalt not kill," killing has been going on ever 
since. We have had to implement those Ten Command~ 
ments by the adoption of statutory law throughout the 
length and breadth of this land, defining killing, and pun
ishing the violators; and it seems to me it is high time that 
we implement some of this international law, in. response 
to the unanimous demands of the people of this Nation, 
that we write a neutrality law at this session that will keep 
us out of war. 

Perhaps the neutrality law that we write cannot antici
pate the things of the future, but at least we can ·incorpo
rate in it prohibitions that will cover the experiences which 
we had from 1914 to 1917. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
CREAL] is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. CREAL. Mr. Chairman and members of the Commit
tee, the American people all believe that Congress has sense 
enough to write some kind of a neutrality law, whether we 
do have such or not. But to admit that there is nothing that 
can be done about it would mean a loss of prestige in the 
minds of the American people. 

As to international law, that is as dead as the blue laws. 
I challenge the readers of history or the teachers of history 
to tell me of any one nation that was engaged in war with 
another nation for a period of 6 months that did not violate 
international law in some respect. Then there is no such 
thing, and when you are talking about basing it on inter
national law~ who enforces international law? It has no 
police power to enforce it. 

One other point. When they talk about leaVing Congress 
free and at liberty to do what it pleases, after we see what 
happens, gentlemen, then it is too late to act. It was too 
late to act after the sinking of the battleship Maine. It was 
too late to stop the clamor of the people. President McKinley 
was pushed into war. Every war we have gone into we have 
gone into while international law was the only neutrality 
law that we had-the War of 1812, the World War, and the 
Spanish-American War--each ~nd every one of them. 

Now to say that we can do nothing about the matter is 
to meet the issue pleading weakness which we do not possess. 

In defense of all neutrality laws that are passed, and 
all the criticism that has been made, I wish to remind you of 
this: None of the neutrality laws passed in the last 4 or 5 
years took us into war. Who can say whether or not they 
kept us out? None of them took us in. I do not know if 
we had not passed those laws whether we would have been 
in war or whether we would not have. Who can say? I 
voted for the last neutrality law. I am not prepared to 
say, I would not dare to say that without it we might not 
have become involved with Germany or Italy. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania 

[Mr. McDowELL] is recognized for 3 minutes. 
Mr. McDOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I believe my voice at 

this moment is the voice of the young men of America. I 
impose upon your time to earnestly plead that this body with 
all its sincerity, and its patriotism, and its courage does not 
again inadvertently create a situation whereby we go to war 
for purposes other than that of defending ·our country. 

The thoughts of war are not in the abstract to me and those 
I represent. If war comes I shall be a soldier as will millions 
of those I am pleading for. My hair is not gray; I shall not 
stand on the curb and watch the troops march by. I am a 
veteran of the next war. The risks will be mine and the risks 
will be given to 10,000,000 other young men and boys who 
carry the guns and sail the ships and fly the planes. 

I have asked at various times on this floor: Whom are we 
going to fight and why? Nobody has yet answered that 
burning question, but I know and you know that if we light a 
fuse the bomb will explode. This Bloom bill is in itself a 
lethal weapon. To my way of thinking .all neutrality bills 
are potential lethal weapons. All neutr.ality bills are dan
gerous, unworkable, and un-American. 

We are the Congress of the United States, we represent the 
people of the United States. We are unanimous in our de
sire to avoid foreign entanglements and war. The President 
is in the White House, the Congress is in the Capitol, the 
wars are in Europe and in Asia. Our only safe course is to 
meet the emergencies when they come. 

Our responsibilities to the young men of the Nation are 
far more than economic, far more than political. They mean 
life or death in half the hpmes of the Nation. We cannot 
here control the maddened passions of an inflamed world. 
We cannot here apprehend political and military situations 
that are rapidly rushing toward a bloody climax. 

I do not want to go to war. Millions more like me do not 
want to go to war. This bill means war. I shall vote against 
it and when the war comes I shall quit this body and go to 
war. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BARTON] is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Chairman, I came to this House a year 
ago, having told the people of my constituency that there were 
too many laws on the statute books, and that a large number 
of those laws were public frauds, in that they sought to prom
ise to the American people blessings and benefits which are 
beyond the power of legislation to confer. I had been here 
only a short time when I made a sad and sobering discovery. 
If I may borrow the biblical language of my friend from New 
Jersey, Dr. EATON, "It is easier for a camel to pass through the 
eye of a needle" than it is for a Member of this House, particu
larly on the minority side, to get a bad bill repealed. 
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I have consistently replied to people who have written me 

about the neutrality act that I was in favor of the repeal of 
the act because, in my opinion, it tended to give the American 
people a _false sense of security. I cannot add anything par
ticularly to what has been said in elaboration on that point, 
but if I had my way, I would say to the nations of the world, 
"Our policy is that, if and when the circumstance arises, we 
will conduct ourselves in whatever way we believe will best 
contribute to our own interests and to the peace of our people." 

Mr. SHANLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BARTON. I yield. 
Mr. SHANLEY. The gentleman does not believe from the 

· statements that have been made on this floor that interna
tional law got us into the last war? 

Mr. BARTON. I wish I had time to discuss that. I cer-: 
tainly do not believe it. 

Mr. SHANLEY. And the gentleman will bear me out and 
suffer me to say that the Allen ~mendment certainly will not 
get us into this new war that apparently is in the mind of 
some people, by bringing into being international law? 

1\-ir. BARTON. May I say to the gentleman in answer 
to that I think the most dangerous mistake that can be 
made in international relations is an indulgence in senti
mentality or self-delusion. If we keep a law on our statute 
books which leads the nations of the world to believe that 
under any and all conditions they will not have to figure on 
the resources of the United States, and if we keep on the 
books a law which makes our own people feel that behind 
that law they have a security that really does not exist, we 
are deluding the world and deluding our own people and 
end~ngering our own peace. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 

BELL] is recognized for 3 minutes. 
Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, as we proceed here we may 

be passing or failing to pass the most important piece 
of legislation that has confronted this body for 20 years. 
As I have listened to the debate in the last few hours I 
have been more deeply impressed, perhaps, than ever before 
With the sincerity and patriotism and earnestness of this 
body. It· does not make any difference which side of the 
aisle one sits on, one finds the same earnest desire to serve 
our country. I believe we are all seeking to keep this country 
out of war. 

A certain general once said to an army as he stood upon 
the sands of the Sahara and looked at the great Pyramids 
in front of him: "Men, 40 centuries are looking down upon 
you." Every man in this room knows that today 130,000,000 
people of the United States are looking to this body to keep 
us out of war. 

Yesterday, as the distinguished gentleman from New York 
[Mr. BARTON] addressed this body, I looked around and saw 
not only on the other side but on this side that his words 
were leaving an impression. I was impressed and I feel that 
most .of us were impressed when he said that should London, 
or Paris, or any other great city of Europe be bombed from 
the air, 30,000,000 radios would make those explosions audi
ble to the ears of America. That statement convinced me as 
I have never been convinced before that our present Embargo 
Act would not stand 30 days in the event o-f a war in Europe. 
I therefore switched my attention to the Bloom bill. 

I am opposed to the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, although I know his amendment is offered 
in the greatest sincerity, and I have great respect for his 
ability, but I am opposed to the amendment because it puts 
us right back in the so-called field of international law. We 
have heard a lot of learned talk about international law, but 
every time I heard it I thought of the story of the man who 
went to the circus and looked the elephant up one side and 
down the other and then said, "There just ain't no such 
animal." A distinguished commentary upon English law 
more than 100 years ago made the statement that no rule of 
conduct is worthy to be called a law unless that rule of con
duct is backed by the force · of a sovereign power capable of 
enforcing it. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. VAN ZANDT] is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. VANZANDT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment 
to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. VAN ZANDT to the amendment 

offered by Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania: At the end of the Allen 
amendment after the word "repealed", change the period to a 
colon and insert: "Provided, however, That nothing contained 
herein shall affect the powers or authority of the National Mu
nitions Control Board as authorized in section 5, Public Reso
lution No. 27, Seventy-fifth Congress." 

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Chairman--
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. VAN ZANDT. I yield. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I merely want to inform 

the gentleman from Pennsylvania, that I think his amend
ment a very good one. 

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Chairman, much has been said 
here today about the World War, the number of men who 
lost their lives, and those who are still confined to Gov
ernment hospitals as the result of service to their country. 
There has also been mentioned the war debt, amounting 
to billions which still today remains unpaid. Mr. Chair
man, very little has been said about the activities of 
munitions manufacturers not only during the World War 
but before and afterward. 

Some few years ago the Congress of the United States 
saw fit to appoint a committee to investigate the activities 
of these munitions manufacturers. That committee was 
made up of Members of the body on the other side of 
the Capitol. Its investigation covered a period of months 
during which time the activities of the munitions manu
facturers and their deliberate attempt to involve our Na
tion as well as others in wars was for the sole purpose of dis
posing of their products. Some few years after this com
mittee presented its report to the Congress of the United 
States. After due deliberation Congress decided a neutral
ity law was necessary and in that law they incorporated 
section 5, providing for the National Munitions ·Control 
Board. • 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. VANZANDT. Surely. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Did I understand the gentleman from 

Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN] to say that he accepted the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. VAN ZANDT]? 

Mr. VAN ZANDT. He did. 
Mr. Chairman, should the amendment offered by the gen

tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN] be adopted the com
mittee would certainly want to continue in effect this Na
tional Munitions Control Board. Let me cite for your 
information the power of this Board relative to the situation 
existing in the Far East. The Secretary of State called 
upon the airplane manufacturers of this country to stop 
the exportation of planes to Japan. Every plane manu
facturer in the country except one stopped immediately 
shipping planes to Japan, and that one was asked for a 
report by the Secretary of State. In that report the manu
facturer asked permission to complete the order and then 
he could be expected to stop ·shipping planes to Japan. 
That manufacturer kept his word, and what are the results? 
Today no planes of American manufacture are being shipped 
to Japan. The same control can be applied to munitions 
or any other implement of war; and I ask you to adopt this 
amendment. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.l 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Massachusetts [Mr. GIFFORD]. 
Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I think the debate today, 

if it should be read by our President or by any future 
President, will serve to make it understood that it is the 
full and complete desire of this Congress that the Executive 
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so conduct himself · that this country may be kept out of 
war. The most persuasive argument to me is that during 
the World War while actual conflict was going on the nations 
that desired to be neutral remained so without having ·stat
, utes on their books. They kept themselves free. With that 
experience certainly we should profit thereby. 

We should have no desire to do sorr...ething to mislead the 
,people. An act labeled "neutrality" should not be an alibi 
for clear understanding of the consequences. That attitude 
does not please me at all. We fully understand that those 
thrilling speeches of the gentlemen from ·New York [Mr. 
WADSWORTH and Mr. BARTON] simply led to their final con
clusion that present statutes should be repealed, and they 
favor, as I understand it, the pending amendment. · 

Let that be fully understood before you further attempt to 
misquote those gentlemen. Those were convincing speeches4 

However, when the gentleman from New York [Mr. BARTON] 
declared that 35,000,000 radios would bring to our ears the 
screams of the women and children of bombed cities, I want 
to remind you that we have been very callous in such matters. 
Thirty million radios have not seemed to arouse us very 
much about . the screams from Ethiopia, China, Spain, or 
Czechoslovakia. Our people seem to have kept their equi
librium. There is, however, a marked preference toward de
mocracies. It is all too plain that the country would be 
greatly aroused if England or France were involved. No 
wonder that some writer coined the phrase, after carefully 
considering the conversations held at the White House, "Is 
not France our first line of defense?" It was refuted at the 
time, but it summed . up the situation probably rather ac
curately. It was an apt expression, having in mind the de-. 
velopments of those few days. The effect of this bill is well 
understood. We can very well say to the dog that is chained, 
"Come and get your food. You are just as much entitled to 
it as . these other dogs." Knowing in ,advance that the chain 
is effective, the words have a hollow, mockery effect when 
the title is "strict neutrality." 
- [Here the gavel fell.J 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. MURDOCK]. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, my people 
have written to me imploring, "Give us neutrality which will 
keep us out of war." This plea comes from the peace-loving 
Christian men and women of my State, and I think they echo 
the feeling that exists throughout the entire country. It 
includes the Veterans of Foreign Wars and the American 
Legion, who have as a plank in a patriotic platform that we 
should have neutrality which will keep us out of war. That; 
I may say, is my own feeling. I think those ex-service men 
who would have us take the profits out of war, provide ade
quate defense, and enact neutrality legislation which would 
tend to keep the Nation out of war would approve of this bill, 
with certain amendments which the committee has proposed 
and which, I am informed, others will offer. Therefore, I am 
interested in perfecting this bill rather than a substitute 
therefor. 

I have been impressed with the seriousness and the sincerity 
of the speeches made here today in our struggle to find that 
which will keep us out of war. I shall find it necessary to 
vote against the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, though I recognize his seriousness and sincerity 
in offering the amendment. I do not believe we can turn 
back and put ourselves again, as formerly, on the basis of 
international law. International law is unique in that it has 
no penalty other than war, and I fear it is a slender reed on 
which to lean in order to keep out of war. We will try to 
enact that sort of neutrality which will have the desired effect 
of keeping us out of war. 

I do not see any consistency on the part of those who 
oppose this bill because it gives too much power to the Presi
dent, and who, therefore, demand that we repeal all our 
neutrality laws and return to the basis of so-called interna
tional law. If we should return to the basis of international 
law, the President would then have more power than is con-

ferred upon him by this iuiamended measure; Many times 
we have heard Members cry out against the power of the 
President, as if they feared he would deliberately plunge us 
into war. Some have even indicated that we are being led 
into war. I think much of that is political bunk. I do not 
have any such fear of the President, yet I do not want any 
man to carry too great a power or weight of such responsi
bility. It is a matter of degree. I must remind the opposi
tion that under our constitutional system, established by the 
founding fathers, the President is, within limits, the spokes
man for our Nation in international matters. We must, 
under our system, confer upon \he President some powers in 
dealing with other nations. 

I am watchmg every amendment which is proposed to the 
Bloom bill. It may be far from perfect and I want to see it 
amended. If I feel after the several amendments have been 
incorporated in the bill that it will meet the prayer of our 
people to keep us out of war, I shall vote for the committee 
bill as amended. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Michigan [Mr. DONDERO]. 
Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, less' than 2 years ago a 

series of meetings were held in this Capital ci'ty at night. 
.To those meetings were invited representatives of the great 
powers of this earth. We began with m1r own representa
tive, Cordell Hull, Secretary of State. The meetings were 
held once a week and were closed meetings. What was said 
was off the record. I call the attention of those Members 
who were in this House at that time and those Members who 
have come here since then to the fact that when the Ambas
sador from Spain came before that meeting his face twitched 
with emotion, and he spoke under great strain at the attitude 
of our Government toward. the Loyalist Government of Spain, 
which he represented. We invoked our neutrality law against 
that .country. We found that a state of war existed in that 
land. That act operated to the detriment of one side in that 
struggle. I wonder if we realize that if the Loyalist Govern
ment in Spain had succeeded we would have made just one 
more enemy in Europe against the United States? I am not 
disposed to say what took place in those meetings, but every 
Member who was there knows that when the Ambassador 
from China came before us the very atmosphere of the room 
was charged with sympathy for him. When the Ambassador 
from Japan came before us, we know what the attitude of 
that meeting was that night toward his Government. Yet 
we invoked the neutrality law against Spain, but we do not 
invoke it against China and Japan, when every schoolboy in 
this country knows that a state of war exists today in China 
and has existed for 2 years. What a farce our neutrality 
law when we invoke it against one country where they have 
civil war arid do not invoke it against another country where 
a greater war exists than in Spain. Our interests in China 
are as great, if not greater, than they are in Spain. In which 
case are we neutral? 

I simply call this to your attention in order that we may at 
least observe how our neutrality law has worked so far as it 
has been applied to two wars going on in the world since we 
put it on the statute books. My judgment is it has not 
worked, and it does not establish the United States to be 
neutral when we invoke the · law against one and not the 
other, because our very act makes us unneutral. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Tennessee [Mr. TAYLOR] for 2 minutes. 
Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, while I have 

fully appreciated the importance of this momentous legis
lation, I had not intended to make any remarks thereon 
until the pending amendment was proposed. I am not only 
opposed to this amendment but I am opposed to the so-called 
Bloom bill unless it is materially amended. 

I recognize that international law has unfortunately be
. come outmoded ·and has degenerated to the law of tooth and 

talon, the law of the jungle. It only serves those who are 
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in a position to exert might, and in some instances it oper
ates against those who are recognized to occupy a position 
of right. There was a time when international law possessed 
a code of ethics which was universally respected, but, sad to 
relate, that integrity has become only a memory. Inter
national law today is an empty phrase, innocuous and 
meaningless. 

I feel that unless this Congress can evolve some neutrality 
measure that will meet with the expectation and the hope 
of the American people we will convict ourselves-! regret 
to say it, but I shall say it-of imbecility. The people of 
this country are expecting this Congress and they are de
pending upon this Congress to pass some sort of neutrality 
legislation that will safeguard us against partiCipation in any 
foreign war. As one Member of this body I -am willing to 
support any measure that is calculated, even remotely, to 
secure this country against such a tragic and melancholy 
holocaust as it experienced in 1917. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN . . The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Pennsylvania [Mr. DUNN] for 2 minutes. 
Mr. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 

I may be permitted to proceed for 5 minutes. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, since under the limitation 

time for debate expires at a quarter past 6, I yield my time to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. • 

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, if I were convinced beyond 
a doubt that the bill now before the House would lead us 
one step toward war I would not support it. It is my opinion 
that this bill, if enacted into law, will kee:o us out of war. 

Mr. Chairman, in the - World War thousands of men 
were blinded. Although, in my opinion, blindness is not the 
worst a1Hiction that can befall man, nevertheless, it is a ter
rible handicap. I know what I am talking about because for 
30 years I have been without vision. Do you suppose that I 
would favor legislation which I knew would result in the 
murdering of hundreds of thousands of human beings and 
the maiming of thousands for life? No; I would not. War 
is inhuman. 

If we would take the profits out of war, and there would be 
no such thing as annexations or indemnities, it is doubtful 
whether nations would go to war. I do not think that the 
people of our Nation or any other nation in the world wants 
war. I do not believe that our great President Roosevelt would 
intentionally have us participate in a war unless it was abso
lutely necessary to defend the people of our country. The 
President has demonstrated many times that his main inter
est is in humanity. 

No matter how long we live and regardless of how much 
money we accumulate or what position we attain, the time 
comes when we must depart from this earth and leave every
thing behind. I would not object if it were said about me 
after I pass from this planet, "MATT DUNN, while he was a 
Member of Congress, didn't accomplish a great deal but at 
least he made a big effort to help his fellow men." [Ap
plause.] 

If we would use about one-tenth of the money which is ex
pended for munitions and other damnable devices of war for 
education and the eradication of slums, we would not only be 
doing something constructive but also very humane. 

Almost every square foot of ground in Europe has been 
saturated with human blood because of religious, national, 
and race hatred, and human blood will continue to be spilled 
until that time comes when man will look upon his fellow man 
as his brother. Any country that persecutes people because 
of their religion, nationality, race, or color should be con
demned-in fact, our country is guilty of inhuman treatment 
of many of its own people. The great God of the universe 
has put on this earth an abundance of everything necessary 
for man and yet in every nation in the world thousands of 
human beings are poverty stricken. It is disgraceful and 
abominable for mankind to be compelled to suffer in a world 
of plenty. I hope the time is not far distant when the people 

of every nation in the world will come under one flag-the 
flag of humanity. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Chairman, people are thinking 

and talking much about neutrality these days. The thought 
is, of course, that to remain neutral will tend to keep us out 
of war. From our early history, we have had neutrality 
legislation. On the whole, it has been helpful in preserving 
peace. Wise action now may cause calamity to pass us by 
should war break out in Europe. It is conceded that "chang
ing the rules of the game" after the commencement of hos
tilities would be much more difficult. 

We shall find profit in discovering just what our present 
law is and the principal point of controversy in the legisla
tion now pending. 

The act of May 1, 1937, provides that the President, on 
becoming aware that a "state of war" exists between two or 
more foreign countries, shall so proclaim, designating the 
nations involved. After this proclamation, it becomes un
lawful for anyone to ship "arms, munitions, or implements 
of war" to any of the belligerents thus designated. This 
provision also applies to "civil strife," like the recently con
cluded war in Spain. 

The present law does not provide for an embargo on food
stuffs and nonmunitions generally. It does, however, stipu
late that, after proclamation by the President of a state of 
war or civil strife, such material-to be designated in the 
proclamation-can be exported to the nations involved only 
after the ownership has "been transferred to some foreign 
government or person," and even then it must be transported 
in a foreign vessel. These stipulations-foreign ownership 
and foreign transportation-are the oft-mentioned cash
and-carry provisions. 

The foregoing covers the important provisions of the 
present neutrality law except its stipulations that, after the 
President has issued his proclamation as to a state of war or 
civil strife, American citizens must not travel on the vessels 
of any of the belligerents; and loans must not be made to 
belligerent countries . . 

The reason for an embargo on munition shipment to 
belligerents is in part humanitarian and in part for our 
defense and protection. That we are furnishing material to 
be used by warring nations for mutual destruction is an 
unpleasant thought. Exports of that character did much 
to get us into the Great War. We wish to remove that 
factor, one of the tendencies toward our embroilment in 
another European struggle. The munition makers are, of 
course, opposed to the embargo, and many join them in the 
argument that the nations determined to fight will get the 
materials of war from somewhere. "We may as well have 
the-business," they say. This view-dollars above decency
happily, did not prevail when the act of 1937 was passed. 

Little or no humanitarian thought pertains to the cash
and-carry prqvisions. They are purely for ·our own pro
tection. If, a.s in the Great War, an American firm gives 
liberal credits to a foreign belligerent, that firm becomes 
desperately interested in the success of that nation. If the 
country which has bought the goods on time faces defeat, 
there is at once much pressure to get us into the conflict 
to rescue the American firm from loss. This · was un
doubtedly the most powerful consideration among those 
which drew us into the World War. If England and her 
allies had not owed American business interests two billions 
or more dollars on January 1, 1917, the declaration of war 
against Germany on April 6 of that year would probably 
never have been made. 

Hence the present law now says to foreign belligerents, "If, 
while you are engaged in war, you buy goods of any sort 
from American firms, you must pay for them before they 
leave our shores.'' Loans to belligerents are prohibited for 
the same reason. 

The other part of the cash-and-carry plan, prohibiting 
transportation of belligerent purchases in American ships, 
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seeks to avoid another source of intermitional complication. 
A ship, loaded with goods for one belligerent is often sunk 
or captured by another nation. If it is an American craft, 
popular feeling runs high and the urge to join in the con
flict is great. Hence, the logic of insisting that a nation 
at war shall furnish its own transportation. Somewhat 
similar reasoning leads to the provision in the present law 
that Americans must not travel on ships of foreign bellig
erents in wartime. This is an attempt to guard against 
another Lusitania incident. 

The law we have been discussing is neutral, all the way 
through. It makes no attempt to distinguish between the 
aggressor and the aggrieved nation. Under the act of 1937, 
all nations-treaty breakers and treaty keepers-loolc alike 
to us. Among the changes proposed in the legislation now 
pending, is th~t we shall confer upon the President the 
authority to designate the aggressor nation and that upon 
such declaration an embargo shall follow. 

It is perhaps well to consider this, but now and always 
it should be remembered that America has no excuse for 
meddling, even to this somewhat limited extent, in foreign 
affairs, much less for sending a military force to Europe, 
unless certain that the democracies of the world are being 
destroyed. Therefore, I am opposed to this amendment, be
lieving it is wise to retain the embargo we have. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. VAN ZANDT] 
to the amendment offered by the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. ALLEN]. 

Mr.-FISH. Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, the amend
ment we are now voting upon is the Van Zandt amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is correct. 
Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of the 

members of the Committee, may the Clerk again read the 
amendment? 

The Clerk read the amendment to the amendment. 
Mr. ANDRE\VS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to ask the Chair

man if I am not right in stating that the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN] stated he would accept the amend
ment? 

The CHAIRMAN. It is not within the province of the 
Chair to answer that inquiry. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I rise to pro
pound a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Is it possible for me to 

answer the question of the gentleman from New York at this 
time? 

The CHAffiMAN. The time, as fixed heretofore, is ex-
hausted. 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. McLEAN. If the amendment is adopted, the gentle

man from Pennsylvania can still move to strike out other pro
visions? 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on the amendment to 
the amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania) there were-ayes 162, noes 97. 

So the amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. VooRHIS of California to the amend

ment offered by Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania: After the amendment 
offered by Mr. VAN ZANDT, insert: "Provided further, That nothing 
in this amendment shall affect the prohibUion against loans and 
credits to belligerents provided in subsections 4 (a), (b), and (c)." 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of 

the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN], as amended 
by the amendment of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
VAN ZANDTl. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania) there were-ayes 68, noes 195. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment at 

the Clerk's desk which I would like to offer at this time. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KNUTsoN: Strike out all of section 1 

and insert the following-- · 

Mr. FISH (interrupting the reading of the amendment). 
Mr. Chairman, would it be in order for the committee mem
bers to be recognized first to offer amendments? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I have already been recognized. 
The CHAffiMAN. If there is any member of the commit

tee seeking recognition, he is entitled to recognition. 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be recognized. 
Mr. KNUTSON. I already have the floor, and have been 

recognized. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chairman, the gel)tleman 

from Minnesota [Mr. KNuTSON] has already .been recognized. 
The CHAIRMAN. Recognition is in the discretion of the 

Chair, and the Chair will recognize- members of the com
mittee first. Does· the acting chairman of the committee seek 
recognition? 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask whether 
the committee amendments to section 1 have been agreed to? 

The CHAIRMAN. The only one the Chair knows about is 
the one appearing in the print of the bill, and that has 
been agreed to. 

Mr. BLOOM. In line 16, there is a committee amendment. 
Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I was recognized by the 

Chair. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair feels that inasmuch as 

· members of the committee were not on their feet and the 
gentleman from Minnesota had been recognized, the gentle
man is entitled to recognition. 

The Clerk will continue the reporting of the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Minnesota. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered ·by Mr. KNUTSON: Strike out all of section 

1, and insert the following: 
"That section 1 of the joint resolution of August 31, 1935 (Public 

Res. No. 27, 75th Cong.), as amended, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"'PROVISIONS RELATING TO WAR MATERIALS AND LOANS 
"'SECTION 1. (a) Whenever a foreign state is at war with any 

other foreign state, the President ·shall by proclamation so de
clare, and shall include in such proclamation the names of the 
states involved in the war, . and, from time to time, by amend
ment to such proclamation include the name of any other state 
when it becomes so involved, or exclude the name of any state 
when it ceases to be so involved, as the case may be. A state 
named in such proclamation as involved in the war shall for the 
purposes of this section be deemed to be a state to which such 
proclamation applies. 

" • (b) Whenever a proclamation issued pursuant to subsection 
(a) is in effect, it shall, notwithstanding the provisions of section 
3, be unlawful-

" '(1) , for any person to export from any place in the United 
States to any state to which such proclamation applies any arms, 
ammunition, or implements of war which the President by regula
tions issued under subsection (d) defines as such, or any articles 
or materials which the President by regulations issued under sub
section (d) defines as capable of being converted into arms, am
munition, or implements of war, or 

"'(2) within the United States for any person, or either within 
or without the United States for any person who is a citizen of 
the United States, to make any loan, directly or indirectly, to the 
government of any state to which such proclamation applies, or 
of any political subdivision thereof, or to purchase or sell any 
obligation of any such state or political subdivision issued after 
the enactment of the Neutrality Act of 1939, 
unless the President has by proclamation designated such state as 
having agreed to and as complying with a code of warfare accept
able to the United States. 

" • (c) Whenever a proclamation issued pursuant to subsection 
(a) is in effect it shall, notwithstanding any provision of subsec
tion (b) or of section 3, be unlawful-

" '(1) for any person to export from any place in the United 
States any arms, ammunition, or implements of war which the 
President by regulations issued under subsection (d) defines as 
such, or any articles or materials which the President by regula
tions issued under subsection (d) designates as capable of being 
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converted into arms, ammunition, or implements of war, to any 
state that is in arrears or in default in payments due on any debt 
of such state to the United States, or 

"'(2) within the United States for any person, or either within 
or without the United States for any person who is a citizen of 
the United States, to make any loan, directly or indirectly, to the 
government of any state or of a political subdivision of any state 
that is in arrears or in default in payments due on any debt of 
such state to the United States, or to purchase or sell any obliga
tion of any such state or political subdivision issued after the 
enactment of the Neutrality Act of 1939. 

"'(d) As soon as practicable after the enactment of the Neu
trality Act of 1939, the President shall by regulations define every 
article and material which constitutes arms, ammunition, or im
plements of war, and every article and mater ial which is capable 
of being converted into arms, ammunition, or implements of war 
and shall not amend or . modify s~ch regulations during any period 
during which any foreign state is at war with any other foreign 
state. 

" ' (e) _Whoever violates any of the provisions of this section 
shall upon conviction thereof be fined not more than $250,000 or 
imprisoned for not more than 5 years, or both. 

"'(f) As used in this section "citizen of the United States," in 
the c~e of a person other than an individual, means a person 
organiZed under the laws of the United Stat es, the laws of any 
State of the United States, or any political subdivision of any such 
Sta.te, or the laws of any. Territory, district, or possession of the 
Umted States.' 

"SEc. 2. This joint resolution may be cited as the 'Neutrality 
Act of 1939.' " 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I make a point .of order 
against the amendment. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, the amendment is clearly 
in order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from New York 
kindly state the grounds of his point of order? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. The amendment is not ger
mane to the section, Mr. Chairman. We could not under
stand the reading of all of it. It sounded like a new bill but 
it relates to all sections, and I think from a casual readi~g of 
it, it is not germane to this section. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Minnesota 
desire to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. KNUTSON. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be pleased to hear the 

gentleman. 
Mr. KNUTSON. Under the ruling of the Chair earlier in 

the afternoon it was held that any motion to strike out 
everything after the enacting clause and substitute some 
other provision would be in order after we completed the 
reading of the first section or the entire bill. Upon that 
ruling I rest my case. 

The CHAIRMAN <Mr. CooPER). Unfortunately for the 
gentleman from Minnesota he has not offered his amend
ment in that form. In the form in which the gentleman 
has offered his amendment, the Chair is of the opinion that 
it is clearly subject to· the point of order, and therefore sus
tains the point of order made by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. BLOOM]. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, in view of the serious
ness of this matter I appeal from the decision of the' Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. · The gentleman from Minnesota ap
peals from the decision of the Chair. The question is Shall 
the decision of the Chair stand as the decision ~f the 
Committee? 

The question was taken, and the decision of the Chair 
was sustained. 
. Mr. VORYS ot Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend
ment, which is at the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. VoRYS of Ohio: On page 2, after 

line 15, insert the following: 
" (c) Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation 

under the authority of section 1 (a) it shall thereafter be unlawful 
to export, ~r attempt to export, or cause to be exported, arms 
or ammunitiOn from any place in the United States to any bellig
erent states named in such proclamation." · 

~r. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, !reserve a 
pomt of order on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, this amendment fol
lows the general form of the present act, but provides for an 
embargo confined strictly to arms and ammunition. "Imple
ments of war," whatever they are, have been eliminated from 
the embargo, and therefore all the elaborate machinery in 
the present act for defining "implements of war" has been 
omitted. 

Webster·~ Dictionary, here at the desk, says: 
Arms. (1). In~truments or weapons of offense or defense; loosely, 

objects of any kmd that may be used as weapons. 
Ammunition. (2). Articles used in charging firearms and ord

nance of all kinds, as powder, projectiles, rockets, etc. 

This amendment would therefore embargo anything that is 
designed solely for use in offense or defense in war-lethal 
weapons-and would not cover any other articles or materials, 
even though they could be changed into arms or ammunition 
by a belligerent, or were used both for peace-and war, such 
as trucks, commercial airplanes, sandbags, food. 

The prohibition in the present act against transshipment to 
neutrals is omitted as being needlessly complicated. If the 
transshipment is actually an "attempt to export" to a bel
ligerent, in a roundabout way, it is forbidden by this amend
ment. 

The provision in the present act for libel and forfeiture 
of illegal shipments is omitted, as this is clearly covered by 
sections 233 to 245 of the United States Code, title 22, which 
are still in force. 

This amendment provides the sort of arms embargo the 
American people think they have now. It is the kind they 
want, that experts on international law think should be 
retained. It will help keep us out of war by forbidding a 
traffic that would mean murder to people with whom we 
are at peace, murder to our peacetime economy, murder to 
our neutrality. We a:re not required under international law 
to ship arms to anyone. This merely prevents the shipment 
of "absolute contraband" which is subject to seizure by any 
belligerent. 

By this means we will, as Washington said in his 1793 
proclamation : 

With sincerity and good faith adopt and pursue a conduct 
friendly and impartial toward the belligerent powers. 

This amendment will not please any strict isolationist or 
any strict interventionist or any strict defeatist. The isola
tionist would have us stop all trade with all belligerents and 
get off the seas The interventionist would have us stop all 
trade to one side and furnish everything to the other side 
a:pd go to war. The defeatist would have us call the whole 
thing off and rely upon international lawlessness. This 
amendment will suit ordinary Americans and American 
historians and American experts on international law. I am 
told that no other nation has an arms-embargo law. I am 
proud that this is an American idea and ideal, that we 
will not help to kill people in other people's wars, because we 
want to be neutral and friendly and at peace. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I yield. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. As I understand the gentleman's pro

posal, neither an alien nor a citizen of the United States 
could manufacture such articles in this country and ship to 
a belligerent? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. They could manufacture arms and 
munitions, but they could not ship them. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Do I understand that the bill now 
proposed to be voted on, the Bloom bill, does permit aliens 
to operate in this country, through the ownership of plants 
and through production, and, therefore, can ship goods? 
Will this bill permit them to do that? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. The Bloom bill permits it. This 
amendment which I have offered does not. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Then if the American people have to 
submit their plants and their operations to aliens, where do 
we get under the Bloom bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio 
has expired. 
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Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I now insist 

upon my point of order, that the amendment is not germane 
to this section. 

. The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Ohio desire to 
be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I merely wish to say 
that this amendment dealing with neutrality, restoring a part 
of the present law which contains in the same section a simi
lar provision, is certainly germane to the bill and germane to 
section 1.' 

The CHAffiMAN. Has the gentleman from Ohio con
cluded? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I have concluded. 
The CHAmMAN. The Chair is prepared to rule. 

· The gentleman from Ohio offers an amendment to section 1 
of the pending bill. The gentleman from Texas makes the 
point of order against the amendment on the ground that it is 
not germane to the section to which it is offered. 

The Chair invites attention to the fact that section 1 of the 
pending resolution provides only that the President shall 
have authority to issue a proclamation as to the existence of 
a state of war between foreign states and to name those states. 
Paragraph (b) of section 1 further provides that whenever 
the conditions which caused the President to issue any procla
mation under the authority of this section has ceased to exist 
he shall revoke the same. The provisions of section 1 of the 
pending resolution, therefore, do not relate to the matters 
sought to be covered by the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Ohio. 

The Chair invites attention to the fact also that succeed
ing sections of the joint resolution contain provisions with 
respect to other matters, and especially invites attention to 
the provisions of section 4 which, among other things, pro
vide that whenever the President shall have issued a proc
lamation under the authority of section 1 it shall thereafter 
be unlawful except in accordance with such rules and regu
lations as the President shall prescribe to export, or trans
port, or attempt to export or transport, and so forth, articles 
or material. 

The Chair is very clearly of the opinion that if the gen
tleman's amendment be in order it would have to be offered 
to section 4 and not to section 1. The Chair, therefore, sus
tains the point of order. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman--
The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 

from Ohio rise? 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I offer another 

amendment, which co-nsists of changing the letter "(c) " to 
"section 2" and adding a new section at this point in the 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. VoRYS of Ohio: On page 2, after line 

15, insert the following: 
"SEc. 2. Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation 

under the authority of section 1 (a) it shall thereafter be unlawful 
to export or attempt to export, or cause to be exported, arms or 
ammunitions from any place in the United States to any belliger
ent state named in such proclamation." 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 
point of order against the amendment. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, have we completed section 1? 
-The CH.AffiMAN. Section 1 has been read and is still 

open to amendment. 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, this amendment 

contains exactly the same. language of the other amendment. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I make the 

same point of order against the amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair invites attention to the fact 

that the pending amendment is offered as a new section. It 
would be in order at this time first to consider perfecting 
amendments to section 1. · The amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Ohio will be held in abeyance until any 
perfecting amendments to section 1 have first been acted 
upon. 

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Chairman; I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BARToN: Page 2, line 3, after the word 

"President"; insert "or Congress by concurrent resolution." 

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to read to 
tlle Committee once more the first line of section (1) (a) as it 
will read with this amendment: 

SEc. 1. (a) That whenever the President or Congress by concur
rent resolution shall--

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman from 
New York yield? 

. Mr. BARTON. I yield. 
Mr. BLOOM. The committee will be willing to accept the 

gentleman's amendment. 
Mr. BARTON. Thank you. That saves .the Committee 

from hearing an address. 
-The C~AIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from New York. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. SCHIFFLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ScHIFFLER: Strike out page 2, line 1, 

all of pages '2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, to and including, and 
all of lines 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17 on 
page 14, and insert and include the following as a new paragraph: 

"EXPORT OF OTHER ARTICLES AND MATERIALS 
"SECTION 1. (a) Whenever the President shall have issued a procla

mation under the authority of section 1 of Senate Joint Resolution 51 
as enacted into law, first session, Seventy-fifth Congress, and he shall 
thereafter find that the placing of restrictions on the shipment of 
certain articles or materials in addition to arms, ammunition, and 
implements of war from the United States to belligerent states, or 
to a state wherein civil strife exists, is necessary to promote the 
security or preserve the peace of the United States or to protect the 
lives of citizens of the Uni..ted States, he shall so proclaim, and it 
shall thereafter be unlawful, except under such limitations and 
exceptions as the President may prescribe as to lakes, rivers, and 
inland waters bordering on the United States, and as to transporta
tion on or over lands bordering on the United States, for any Ameri
ca.n vessel to carry such articles or materials to any belligerent state, 
or to any state wherein civil strife exists, named in such proclama
tion issued under the authority of section 1 of this act, or to any 
neutral state for transshipment to, or for the use of, any such bel
ligerent state or any such ·state wherein civil strife exists. The Presi
dent shall by proclamation from time to time definitely enumerate 
the articles and materials which it shall be unlawful for American 
vessels to so transport. 

. "(b) Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation 
under the authority of section 1 of this act, and he shall there
after find that the placing of restrictions on the export of articles or 
materials from the United States to belligerent states, or to a state 
wherein civil strife exists, is necessary to promote the security or 
preserve the peace of the United States or to protect the lives or 
commerce of citizens_ of the United States, he shall so proclaim, 
and it shall thereafter be unlawful, except under such limitations 
a11d exceptions as the President may prescribe as to lakes, rivers, 
and inland waters bordering on the United States, and as to the 
transportation on or over land bordering on the United States, 
to export or transport, or attempt to export or transport, or c-ause 
to be exported or transported, from the United States to any bel
ligerent state, or to any state wherein civil strife exists, named in 
such proclamation issued under the authority of section 1 of this 
act, or to any neutral state for transshipment to, or for the use of, 
any such belligerent state or any such state wherein civil strife 
exists, any articles or materials whatever until all right, title, and 
interest therein shall have been transferred to some foreign gov
ernment, agency, institution, association, partnership, corpora
tion, or national. The shipper of such articles or materials shall 
be required to file with the collector of the port from which they 
are to be exported a declaration under oath that there exists in 
citizens of the United States no right, title, or interest in such 
articles or materials, and to comply with such rules and regulations 
as shall be promulgated from time to time by the President. Any 
such declaration so filed shall be a con'clusive estoppel against any 
claim of any citizen of the United States of right, title, or interest 
in such articles or materials. Insurance written by underwriters 
on any articles or materials the export of which is prohibited by this 
act, or on articles or materials carried by an American vessel in 
violation of subsection (a) of this section, shall not be deemed an 
American interest therein, and no insurance policy issued on such 
arti.cles or materials and no loss incurred thereunder or by the 
owner of the vessel carrying the same shall be made a basis of any 
claim put forward by the Government of the United States. 

"(c) The President shall from time to time· by proclamation 
extend such restrictions as are imposed under the authority of this 
section to other states as and when they may be declared to become 
belligerent states under proclamations issued under the authority 
of section 1 of this act. 



8314 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE JUNE 29 -
"(d) The President may from time to time change, modify, or 

revoke in whole or in part any proclamations issued by him under 
the authority of this section." 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I make the 
point of order that the amendment is not germane to the 
section to which it is offered. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from West Vir
ginia [Mr. ScHIFFLER] desire to be heard on the point of 
order? 

Mr. SCHIFFLER. Mr. Chairman, the proposed amend
ment would reenact in the exact language of our present 
law or the law which expired on May 1, the so-called cash
and-carry act. It would strike out all of the provisions of 
the so-called Bloom bill. I contend it is pertinent and ger
mane, because it may be considered as an · amendment as 
well as a substitution for all of the provisions of House Joint 
Resolution 306. 

The CHAIRMAN <Mr. COOPER). The Chair is prepared 
to rule. 

The gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. ScHIFFLER] of
fered an amendment which, as the Chair understands it, in 
effect is to strike out all after the enacting clause of the 
pending resolution down to and including a certain part of 
page 13, which would include the striking out of a number 
of provisions or sections of the bill which have not yet been 
read. 

Based upon the decision of the Chair rendered on the 
first amendment offered to the pending resolution, in which 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN] offered an 
amendment, to which the gentleman from . New York [Mr. 
FisH] made a point of order, the Chair is clearly of the 
opinion that the pending amendment in the form in which 
offered is subject to the point of order, and therefore 
sustains the point of order. 

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. · 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. TINKHAM. Can I at this time offer a substitute bill 

for the present bill and have it pending? 
The CHAIRMAN. It would depend to some extent on the 

form in which the gentleman offered it. It could be pending 
a11 right. 

Mr. TINKHAM. I offer this as a substitute for the 
present bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman offer an amend
ment to strike out section 1 of the pending resolution and 
offer a substitute for the bill? 

Mr. TINKHAM. For the bill. That is exactly what I 
propose. 

The CHAIRMAN. In the event the substitute should be 
agreed to, in succeeding sections of the bill amendments will 
be offered to strike them out? 

Mr. TINKHAM. Exactly. _ 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TINKHAM]. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. TINKHAM offers the following amendment: Strike out section 1 

and insert: 
"That whenever the President shall find that there exists a state 

of war between, or among, two or more foreign states, the President 
shall proclaim such fact, and it shall thereafter be unlawful to 
export, or attempt to export, or cause to be exported, arms, ammu
nition, or implements of war from any place in the United States to 
any belligerent state named in such proclamation, or to any neutral 
state for transshipment to, or for the use of, any such belligerent 
state. 

"The President shall, from time to time, by proclamation, extend 
such embargo upon the export of arms, ammunition, or imple
ments of war to other states as and when they may become involved 
in such war. 

"The President shall, from time to time, by proclamation, defi
nitely enumerate the arms, ammunition, and implements of war, 
the export of which is prohibited by this section. The arms, 
ammunition, and implements of war so enumerated shall include 
those enumerated in the President's proclamation No. 2163, of April 
10, 1936, but shall not include raw materials or any other articles 
or materials not of the same general character as those enumerated 
in the said proclamation, and in t he Convention for the Supervision 
of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Imple
m~nts of War, signed at Geneva June 17, 1925. 

"Whoever, in violation of any of the provisions of this joint reso
lution, shall export, or attempt to export, or cause to be export ed, 
arms, ammunition, or implements of war from the United States 
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than 
5 years, or both, and the property, vessel, or vehicle containing the 
same shall be subject to the provisions of sections 1 to 8, inclusive, 
title 6, chapter 30, of the act approved June 15, 1917 ( 40 Stat. 223-
225; U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 22, sees. 238-245). 

"In the case of the forfeiture of any arms, ammunition, or imple- . 
ments of war by reason of a violation of this joint resolution, no 
public or private sale shall be required; but such arms, ammunition, 
or implements df war shall be delivered to the Secretary of War 
for such use or disposal thereof as shall be approved by the Presi
dent of the United States. 

"Whenever, in the judgment of the President, the conditions which 
have caused him to issue any proclamation under the authority of 
this section have ceased to exist, he shall revoke the same, and the 
provisions of this section shall thereupon cease to apply with respect 
to the state or states named in such proclamation, except with re
spect to offenses committed or forfeitures incurred, prior to such 
revocation. 

"EXPORT OF OTHER ARTICLES AND MATERIALS 

"SEC. 2. (a) Whenever the President shall have issued a procla
mation under the authority of section 1 of this joint resolution 
and he shall thereafter find that the placing of restrictions on the 
shipmen of certain articles or materials in addition to arms, am
munition, and implements of war from the United States to bel
ligerent states is necessary to promote the security or preserve the 
peace of the United States or to protect the lives of citizens of the 
United States, he shall so proclaim, and it shall thereafter be un
lawful, except under such limitations and exceptions as the Presi
dent may prescribe as to lakes, rivers, and inland waters bordering 
on the United States, and as to transportation on or over lands 
bordering on the United States, for any American vess~l to carry 
such articles or materials to any belligerent state named in such 
proclamation issued under the authority of section 1 of this joint 
resolution, or to any neutral state for transshipment to, or for 
the use of, any such belligerent state. The President shall by 
proclamation from time ·to time definitely enumerate the articles 
and materials which it shall be unlawful for American vessels to so 
transport. 

"FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS 

"SEC. 3. (a) Whenever the President shall have issued a proclama
tion under the authority of section 1 of this joint resolution, it shall 
thereafter be unlawful for any person within the United States to 
purchase, sell, or exchange bonds, securities, or other obligations 
of the government of any belligerent state named in such procla
mation, or of any political subdivision of any such state, or of any 
person acting for or on behalf of the government of any such state, 
issued after the date of such proclamation, or to make any loan or 
extend any credit to any such government or political subdivision 
or person, or to solicit or receive any contribution for any such 
government or political subdivision or person: Provided, That if 
the President shall find that such action will serve to protect the 
commercial or other interests of the United States or its citizens, 
he may, in his discretion, and to such extent and under such 
regulations as he may prescribe, except from the operation of this 
section ordinary commercial credits and short-time obligations in 
aid of legal transactions and of a character customarily used in nor
mal peacetime commercial transactions. Nothing in this subsec
tion shall be construed to prohibit the solicitation or collection of 
funds to be used for medical aid and assistance, or for food and 
clothing to relieve human suffering, when such solicitation or col
lection of funds is made on behalf of and for use by any person or 
organization which is not acting for or on behalf of any such gov
ernment or political subdivision, but all such solicitations and col
lections of funds shall be subject to the approval of the President 
and shall be made under such rules and regulations as he shall 
prescribe. 

"(b) The provisions of this section shall not apply to a renewal 
or adjustment of such indebtedness as may exist on the date of the 
Pi'esident's proclamation. 

" (c) Whoever shall violate the provisions of this section or of any 
regulations issued hereunder shall, upon conviction thereof, be fined 
not more than $50,000 or imprisoned for not more than 5 years, or 
both. Should the violation be by a corporation, organization, or 
association, each officer or agent thereof participating in the viola
tion may be liable to the penalty herein prescribed. 

(d) Whenever the President shall have revoked any such procla
mation issued under the authority of section 1 of this jo~nt resolu
tion, the provisions of this section and Oif any regulations issued 
by the President hereunder shall thereupon cease to apply With 
respect to the state or states named in such proclamation, except 
With respect to offenses committed prior to such revocation. 

• "EXCEPTIONs-AMERICAN REPUBLICS 

"SEC. 4. This joint resolution shall not apply to an American 
republic or republics engaged in war against a non-American state 
or stat es, provided the American republic is not cooperating with a 
non-American state or states in such war. 

"NATIONAL MUNITIONS CONTROL BOARD 

"SEC. 5. (a) There is hereby established a National Munitions 
Control Board (hereinafter referred to as the 'Board') to carry out 
the provisions of this joint resolution. The Board shall consist of 
the Secretary of State, who shall be chah'man and executive officer 
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of the Board, the Secretary of the Treasury, the ·Secretary of War, 
the Secretary of the Navy, and the Secretary of Commerce. Except 
as otherwise provided in this joint resolution, or by other law, the 
administration of this joint resolution is vested in the Department 
of State. The Secretary of State shall promulgate such rules and 
regulations with regard to the enforcement of this section as he 
may deem necessary to carry out its provisions. The Board shall 
be convened by the chairman and shall hold at least one meeting 
a year. 

"(b) Every person who engages 1n the business of manufacturing, 
exporting, or importing any of the arms, ammunition, or imple
ments of war referred to in this joint resolution, whether as an 
exporter, importer, manufacturer, or dealer, shall register with 
the Secretary of State his n&~me, or business name, principal place 
of business, and places of business in the United States, and a list 
of the arms, ammunition, and implements of war which he manu-
factures, imports, or exports. . 

" (c) Every person required to register under this section shall 
notify the Secretary of State of any change in the arms, ammuni
tion, or implements of war which he exports, imports, or manufac
tures; and upon such notification the Secretary of State shall issue 
to such person an amended certificate of registration, free of 
charr.re which shall remain valid until the date of expiration of the 
origi~~l certificate. Every person required to register under the 
provisions of this section shall pay a registration fee of $500, unless 
he manufactured, exported, or imported arms, ammunition, and 
implements of war to a total sales value of less than $50,000 during 
the 12 months immediately preceding his registration, in which 
case he shall pay a registration fee of $100. Upon receipt of the 
required registration fee, the Secretary of State shall issue a regis
tration certificate valid for 5 years, which shall be renewable for 
further periods of 5 years upon the payment for each renewal of a 
fee of $500 in the case of persons who manufactured, exported, or 
imported arms, ammunition, and implements of war to a total sales 
value of more than $50,000 during the 12 months immediately pre
ceding the renewal, or a fee of $100 in the case of persons who 
manufactured, exported, or imported arms, ammunition, and imple
ments of war to a total sales value of less than $50,000 during the 
12 months immediately preceding the renewal. The Secretary o'f 
the Treasury is hereby directed to refund, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $400 to every 
p.erson who shall have paid a registration fee of $500 pursuant to 
this joint resolution, who manufactured, exported, or imported 
arms, ammunition, and implements of war to a total sales value 
of less than $50,000 during the 12 months immediately preceding 
his registrat ion. 

"(d) It shall be unlawful for any person to export or attempt to 
export, from the United States to any other state, any of the arms, 
ammunition, or implements of war referred to in this joint resolu
tion, or to import, or attempt to import, to the United States from 
any other state, any of the arms, ammunition, or implements of 
war referred to in this joint resolution, without first having 
obtained a license therefor. 

" (e) All persons required to register under this section shall 
maintain, subject to the inspection of the Secretary of State, or 
any person or persons designated by him, such permanent records 
of manufacture for export, importation, · and exportation of arms, 
ammunition, and implements of war as the Secretary of State 
shall prescribe. 

"(f) Licenses shall be issued to persons who have registered ~s 
herein provided for, except in cases of export or import licenses 
where the export of arms, ammunition, or implements of war 
would be in violation of this joint resolution or any other law of 
the United States, or of a treaty to which the United States is a 
party, in which cases such licenses shall not be issued. 

"(g) Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation 
under the authority of section 1 of this joint resolution, all licenses 
theretofore issued under this joint resolution shall ipso facto and 
immediately upon the issuance of such proclamation, cease to grant 
authority to export arms, ammunition, or implements of war from 
any place in the United States to any belligerent state named in 
such proclamation, or to any neutral state for transshipment to, 
or for the use of, any such belligerent state and said licenses, 
insofar as the grant of authority to export to the state or states 
named in such proclamation is concerned, shall be null and void. 

"(h) No purchase of arms, ammunition, or implements of war 
shall be made on behalf of the United States by any officer, execu
tive department, or independent establishment of the Governm~nt 
from any person who shall have failed to register under the pro
visions of this joint resolution. 

"(i) The provisions of the act of August 29, 1916, relating to 
the sale of ordnance and stores to the Government of Cuba (39 
Stat. 619, 643; U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 50, sec. 72), are hereby 
repealed as of December 31, 1937. 

"(j) The Board shall make an annual report to Congress, copies 
of which shall be distributed as are other reports transmitted to 
Congress. Such reports shall contain such information and data 
collected by the Board as may be considered of value in the deter
mination of questions connected with the control of trade in arms, 
ammunition, and implements of war. The Board shall include in 
such reports a list of all persons required to register under the 
provisions of this joint resolution, and full information concerning 
the licenses issued hereunder. 

"(k) The President is hereby authorized to proclaim, upon recom
mendation of tne Board from time to tittl'e, a list of articles which 
shall be considered arms, ammunition, and implements of war for 
the purposes of this section. 

"AMERICAN VESSELS PROHIBITED FROM CARRYING ARMS TO BELLIGERENT 
. STATES 

"SEC. 6. {a) Whenever the President shall have issued a procla
mation under the authority of section 1 of this joint resolution; it 
shall thereafter be unlawful, until such proclamation is revoked, 
for any American vessel to carry any arms, ammunition, or imple
ments of war to any belligerent state, named in such proclamation, 
or to any neutral state for transshipment to, or for the use of, any 
such belligerent state. 

"(b) Whoever, in violation of the provisions of this section, shall 
take, or attempt to take, or shall authorize, hire, or solicit another 
to take, any American vessel carrying such cargo out of port or 
from the jurisdiction of the United States shall be fined not more 
than $10,000, or imprisoned not more than 5 years, or both; and, in 
addition, such vessel, and her tackle, apparel, furniture, and equip
ment, and the arms, ammunition, and ill).plements of war on board, 
shall be forfeited to the United States. 

"USE OF AMERICAN PORTS AS BASE OF SUPPLY 

"SEC. 7. (a) Whenever, during any war in which the United 
States is neutral, the President, or any person thereunto authorized 
by him, shall have cause to believe that any vessel, domestic or 
foreign, whether requiring clearance or not, is about to carry out 
of a port of the United States fuel, men, arms, ammunition, imple
ments of war, or other supplies to any warship, tender, or supply 
ship of a belligerent state, but the evidence is not deemed sufficient 
to justify forbidding the departure of the ve?sel as provided for by 
section 1, title V, chapter 30, of the act approved June 15, 1917 
(40 Stat. 217, 221; U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 18, sec. 31), and if, in 
the President's judgment, such action will serve to maintain peace 
between the United States and foreign states, or to protect the 
commercial interests of the United States and its citizens, or to 
promote the security or neutrality of the United States, he shall 
have the power and it shall be his duty to require the owner, master, 
or person in command thereof, before departing from a port of the 
United States, to give a bond to the United States, with sufficient 
sureties, in such amount as he shall deem proper, conditioned that 
the vessel will not deliver the men or any part of the cargo to any 
warship, tender, or supply ship of a belligerent state. 

"(b) If the President, or a.ny person thereunto authorized by him, 
shall find that a vessel, domestic or foreign, in a port of the United 
States, has previously cleared from a port of the United States dur
ing such war and delivered its cargo or any part thereof to a 
warship, tender, or supply ship of a belligerent state, he may 
prohibit the departure of such vessel during the duration of the war. 

"SUBMARINES AND ARMED MERCHANT VESSELS 

"SEc. 8. Whenever, during any war in which the United States is 
neutral, the President shall find that special restrictions placed on 
the use of'the ports and territorial waters of the United States by 
the submarines or armed merchant vessels of a foreign state, will 
serve to maintain peace between the United States and foreign 
states, or to protect the commercial interests of the United States 
and its citizens, or to promote the security of the United States, and 
shall .make proclamation thereof, it shall thereafter be unlawful for 
any such submarine or armed merchant vessel to enter a port or the 
territorial waters of the United States or to depart therefrom, except 
under such conditions and subject to such limitations as the Presi
dent may prescribe. Whenever, in his judgment, the conditions 
which have caused him to issue his proclamation have ceased to 
exist, he shall revoke his proclamation and the provisions of this 
section shall thereupon cease to apply. 

"TRAVEL ON VESSELS OF BELLIGERENT STATES 

"SEc. 9. Whenever the President shall have .issued a proclamation 
under the authority of section 1 of this joint resolution it shall 
thereafter be unlawful for any citizen of the United States to travel 
on any vessel of the state or states named in such proclamation, 
except in accordance with such rules and regulations as the Presi
dent shall prescribe: Provided, however, That the provisions of this 
section shall not apply to a citizen of the United States traveling on 
a vessel whose voyage was begun in advance of the date of the Presi
dent's proclamation, and who had no opportunity to discontinue his 
voyage after that date: And provided further, That they shall not 
apply under 90 days after the date of the President's proclamation 
to a citizen of the United States returning from a foreign state to 
the United States. Whenever, in the President's judgment, the 
conditions which have caused him to issue his proclamation have 
ceased to exist, he shall revoke his proclamation and the provisions 
of this section shall thereupon cease to apply with respect to the 
state or states named in such proclamation, except with respect to 
offenses committed prior to such revocation. 

"ARMING OF AMERICAN MERCHANT VESSELS PROHIBITED 

"SEC. 10. Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation 
under the authority of section 1, it shall thereafter be unlawful, 
until such proclamation is revoked, for any American vessel engaged 
in commerce with any belligerent state named in such proclamation, 
to be armed or to carry any armament, arms, ammunition, or im
plements of war, except small arms and ammunition therefor which 
the President may deem necessary and shall publicly designate for 
the preservation of discipline aboard such vessels. 

"REGULATIONS 

"SEC. 11. The President may, from time to time, promulgate such 
rules and regulations, not inconsistent with law, as may be neces
sary and proper to carry out any of the provisions of this ·joint 
resolution; and he may exercise any power or authority conferred 
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on him by this joint resolution through such officer or officers, or 
agency or agencies, as he shall direct. · 

"GENERAL PI!:NALTY PROVISIONS 

"SEc. 12. In every case of the violation of any of the provisions 
of this joint resolution or of any rule or regulation issued pursuant 
thereto where a specific penalty is not herein provided, such vio
lator or violators, upon conviction, shall be fined not more than 
$10,000, or imprisoned not more than 5 years, or both. 

"DEFINITIONS 

"SEC. 13. For the purposes of this joint resolution-
"(a) The term 'United States,' when used in a geographical 

sense, includes the several States and Territories, the insular pos
sessions of the United States (including the Philipine Islands). the 
Canal Zone, and the District of Columbia. 

"(b) The term 'person' tncludes a partnership, company, associa
tion, or corporation, as well as a natural person. 

"(c) The term 'vessel' means every description of watercraft (in
cluding aircraft) or other contrivance used, or capable of being 
used, as a means of transportation on, under, or over water. 

"(d) The term 'American ve&el' means any vessel (including air
craft) documented under the laws of the United States. 

"(e) The term 'vehicle' means every description of carriage (in
cluding aircraft) or other contrivance used, or capable of being 
used, as a means of transportation on or over land. 

"(f) The term 'state' shall include nation, government, and 
country. 

"SEPARABILITY OF PROV!SIONS 

"SEC. 14. If any of the provisions of this joint resolution, or the 
application thereof to any person or circumstance, is held invalid, 
the remainder of the joint resolution, and the application of such 
provision to other persons or circumstances, shall not be affected 
thereby. 

"APPROPRIATIONS 

"SEc. 15. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated from 
time to time, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, such amounts as may be necessary to carry out the 
provisions and accomplish the purposes. of this joint resolution." 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I make the 
point of order that the amendment is not germane to the 
section to which it is offered and in the interest of time and 
economy I raise the point of order at this time and insist 
on it. 

Mr. TINKHAM. What is the point of order? 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. It is not germane to the 

section to which it is offered. That is an entirely new bill. 
The CHAffiMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachu

setts EMr. TINKHAM] desire to be heard on the point of 
order? 

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, I do. The bill I have 
offered is the present law and I offer it as a substitute for 
the bill now pending before the Committee. Certainly it is 
germane, after the first section of the proposed bill has been 
read, to offer as a substitute another bill. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TINKHAM. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. When did the gentleman be-

come converted to · the present law? He voted against it 
when it was passed originally. 

Mr. TINKHAM. I did not understand the question. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. The gentleman voted against 

this law when it was passed before. 
Mr. FISH. Has the Chair ruled? 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is endeavoring to hear the 

gentleman from Massachusetts, EMr. TINKHAM]. 
Mr. TINKHAM. May I say to the Chair, it is always in 

order, after the reading of the first section of the bill, to 
offer a bill as a substitute for the measure pending before the 
Committee and I have proposed in my amendment that the 
first section of the bill now pending before the committee 
be stricken out and the text I have offered, which is the 
present law, be substituted therefor. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. COOPER) . The Chair is prepared to 
rule. The gentleman from Massachusetts offers an amend
ment to strike out section 1 of the pending resolution and 
substitute for the joint resolution the amendment proposed 
by him, which, as the gentleman states, is the existing law. 

To that amendment the gentleman from Texas makes a 
point of order on the ground that the amendment is not 
germane to the pending joint resolution. 

The Chair invites attention to the fact that the joint 
resolution contains a provision repealing existing law; there-

fore the Chair is clearly of the opinion that an amendment 
embracing existing law is certainly germane to the pending 
joint resolution and overrules the point of order. 

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that my amendment may be held in abeyance and be con
sidered as pending, in order that the Vorys amendment may 
be considered first. · 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts 
asks unanimous consent that his amendment may remain 
pending, for consideration after the consideration of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Ohio EMr. 
VORYS]. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Reserving the right to ob
ject, Mr. Chairman, I do not understand just what situation 
that leaves us in. 

The CHAIRMAN. The practical effect of it, if the Chair 
may be permitted to suggest it to the gentleman, is that 
there would first be a vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Ohio, which seeks to add a new section to 
the joint resolution. The amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts seeks to substitute another pro
vision for the pending resolution. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I object to the unanimous
consent request. 

The CHAmMAN. Objection is heard. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 mintues in support 
of his amendment. 

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, in this amendment I have 
proiJQsed the existing law. It retains the arms embargo but 
eliminates the civil-strife provision of the law, as well as the 
cash-and-carry section. Otherwise it is the law exactly as 
we have it today. As the House knows, by limitation of law 
the cash-and-carry section of the present act was eliminated 
last May. Although I am opposed to the cash-and-carry 
section, if anyone wishes to add it as an amendment to my 
amendment in the event that my amendment is adopted, I 
shall be pleased to have him do so if he believes that it will 
facilitate the passage of the bill. 

The present law, which is what I now propose as an amend
ment to this resolution, was originally passed by the Senate 
and by the House, amended, during the Seventy-fourth Con
gress without a record vote. The Senate agreed to the House 
amendments 79 to 2, and the bill was approved August 31, 
1935. 

Public Resolution No. 74, Seventy-fourth Congress, ap
proved February 29, 1936, extending and amending Public 
Resolution No. 67, was passed by this House by a vote of 353 
to 27 and by the Senate without a record vote. 

Public Resolution No. 27, Seventy-fifth Congress, approved 
May 1, 1937, which amended Public Resolution No. 67 as 
amended, was passed by the Senate by a vote of 63 to 6 and 
by the House, amended, 376 to 13. 

It is this legislation which the House passed by such a 
large vote that I am offering tonight to this Committee. 

What has come over the Members of the House that they 
should now refuse to adopt this same legislation which was 
previously passed by the Congress by such impressive votes? 
In my opinion, there has been at work a poisonous, systematic 
propaganda, emanating largely from alien sources, to change 
the attitude of those who previously voted for a bill identical 
with the bill which I now propose. There can be no othei 
explanation. Certainly conditions have not so changed since 
the present law was passed as to justify the fundamental 
changes which have been made in the bill now before us, 
giving the President unlimited authority and personal power 
and eliminating the arms-embargo section. 

I have not yet had a direct answer to my question as to 
how the peace of the United States will be furthered by 
sending arms and ammunition to England, France, and 
Russia. If we do not pass a law embodying an arms em
bargo, as I propose, we are taking the first step toward 
war. The sale of arms and ammunition was one of the 
chief factors that involved us in the last war. · 

I wish to add that in 1915 I stood on this ·floor and saw 
introduced the various legislative proposals which we now 
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know one by one led us into war. These proposals seemed 
very innocent to us at the time, but they all looked toward 
war, and to war they drew us. 

In my opinion, in opposing the pending bill we are fight
ing the second battle of Bunker Hill and giving notice to 
the world that we will not surrender our resources and men 
to fight the battles of other nations. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con

sent to proceed for 3 additional minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Massachusetts? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. TINKHAM. Why should the present law be repudi

ated? What is the reason for this new proposal? As I stated, 
back in 1915 and 1916 we saw legislative proposals advanced 
that seemed plausible on their face, but as we now analyze 
them we know that they were leading us inevitably to war. 
Let the committee explain why we should abandon the pres
ent law, with its salutary arms embargo, and substitute the 
proposed bill. Has the committee been influenced by reading 
the editorials and articles of columnists who are a part of an 
alien propaganda organization in this country, just as they 
were from 1914 to 1917? If they have been, and if, as I be
lieve, this bill is a product of alien propaganda and not of 
American sentiment, of the sentiment that is based on and 
has its roots in the long-time tradition that the United States 
should not interfere in the political affairs of other nations, 
then it seems to me that the House should reject the pending 
bill and substitute for it the present law exactly as written, 
which is the proposal I have offered. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. TINKHAM. I yield to the honorable Representative 
from Texas. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Did the gentleman vote 
against the present law when it was passed? 

Mr. TINKHAM. I did because of the cash-and-carry sec
tion, a section that is not included in my proposal. 
· Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. The gentleman would rather 
not have that in his amendment as now offered? 

Mr. TINKHAM. That is correct. I have eliminated that 
section. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Has the gentleman anything 
in lieu of that? · 

Mr. TINKHAM. No; nothing in lieu of it, except interna
tional law. 

Mr. Chairman, I want this House to consider what are the 
reasons for the proposal that the present law be superseded 
by a new statute. Read your daily papers, read your col
umnists, and you will find that it is the very papers and 
the very columnists who used all their influence to project 
us into the last war. They are for this proposed bill because 
they desire to project us into the next for for alien purposes. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINKHAM. I yield to the honorable Represeniative 
from Massachusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Is it not true that the 
conditions in the Orient and the conditions in Europe are 
different today from what they were when the present so
called Neutrality Act was passed? 

Mr. TINKHAM. They are a little more intense, but essen
tially they are not different at all. [Applause.] 

fHere the gavel fell.J 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment. I would like before sitting 
to submit the unanimous consent request that all debate on 
this amendment close in 3 minutes, which I would like to 
use. 

Mr. CORBETT. I object, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I have a 

very important amendment and I would like to have 5 
minutes. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. My request referred to the 
pending amendment. 

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. I have an amendment to 
offer to the Tinkham amendment and I want at least 5 
minutes on that. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have 5 
minutes on this amendmen,t. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Then, Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate upon the pending Tink
ham amendment close in 15 minutes, of which I may have 
2 minutes to close. 

The CHAffiMAN. Does the gentleman from Texas ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on the pending amend
ment offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts and all 
amendments thereto close in 15 minutes? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Yes, Mr. Chairman; and 
that I may have 2 minutes of that time. 

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Reserving the right to ob
ject, Mr. Chairman, I would like to have 5 minutes of the 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman. I rise at this time par

ticularly to raise several questions which are germane both 
to these amendments and those that are to follow. I par
ticularly want to call the attention of the gentleman from 
Texas to my remarks because I expect to address- to him a 
question or two. The current proposal, or the Bloom bill 
we have here, is a measure which will strike out the existing 
law which the gentleman from Massachusetts seeks to re
establish by his substitute bill. Throughout this debate 
those who are proposing the change have challenged those 
of us who are opposed to the change to give the reasons 
why a change would not be good. I believe it falls upon 
the affirmative in this debate to sustain the burden of proof 
and tell us why they feel that this change is necessary at 
this moment, and if the gentleman is willing and ready I 
would like to yield at this point for an answer. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I am not the affirmative. 
The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TINKHAM] is the 
affirmative, and I refer the gentleman to his colleague from 
MasEachusetts. 

Mr. CORBETT. The gentleman misund3rstands. I would 
like to know why, and at sometime during this debate the 
question should be answered, Why has this proposal to 
change the existing rules come in at this time and what is 
the haste? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I will answer the gentleman 
by saying that if he had been on the floor the other day 
when we adopted the rule and had heard my speech I 
think he would be convinced that the chang~ is a good one. 
I cannot repeat the statement here. 

Mr. CORBETT. I was here and I heard it and I was not 
convinced. [Laughter.] 

However, in that connection, as I pointed out earlier, we 
have three choices before us today, or perhaps four. We 
have the law as it was at April 30 of this year, the law as it 
would be retained by the Tinkham amendment, international 
law, and the Bloom bill. 

The gentleman from Texas, I submit, in his speech yester
day or the day before, made the statement that it would be 
highly unneutral to change the laws or the rules during the 
game. I submit that the game is on. I submit that there 
is war in Asia. I submit that mobilization is an act of war, 
and therefore the game is on in Europe, as well as Asia, and 
we are here today proposing to change rules. I submit that 
by the gentleman's own words we are here today proposing to 
do an unneutral thing. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHN~ON. I differ with the gentleman 

about there being a state of war. I think we are very close 
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to war, and that is the reason I want to act before ·we get 
into war. I think the game has not been started, but the 
referee and the players are already on the ground ready for 
~he whistle. 

Mr. CORBETT. Would you not call the situation in China 
a state of war? That is the game we are talking about. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. The gentleman knows that 
in committee we had many, ·many witnesses who testified 
with reference to the conflict between China and Japan, and 
that it was agreed by both Democrats and Republicans that 
while there was a state of w.ar existing it was a de facto and 
not a de jure war, and that the President had not abused 
his discretion in not so proclaiming. 

Mr. CORBETT. I wonder if the gentleman would some
time-! am going to have to leave the floor for a little while
inform the Committee here what the effect of this change 
of the rules will be on the current situation in Asia? Will 
this throw open to Japan the right to purchase arms, ammu
nition, and implements of war in the United States or will it 
not? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. If invoked, yes; if not, no. 
Mr. CORBETT. If it is not invoked, then we are in a 

condition of peace, and there is no reason why Japan cannot 
come here and purchase arms, munitions, and implements 
of war. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment, which is at the Clerk's desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ScHAFER of Wiscon.sin to the amend

ment offered by Mr. TINKHAM of Massachusetts: At the end of 
Mr. TINKHAM's amendment insert: "Provided further, That no im
plements of war, munitions, or war supplies, shall be sold or 
transported, directly or indirectly, to any foreign government or 
any political subdivision thereof while such government is in de
fault in the payment of its obligations or any part thereof to the 
Government of the United States." 

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, if this 
amendment is accepted, we can rest assured that America 
will not become entangled in wars of foreign nations. I am 
opposed to subsidizing future wars of foreign nations, partic
ularly nations which now owe the almost bankrupt Uncle 
Sam's Treasury more than $13,000,000,000, which was handed 
to them during the World War Democratic administration. 
I am opposed to directly or indirectly financing or supplying 
these debt-defaulting foreign nations' future wars under a 
cash-and-carry system or any other system. If our foreign, 
welching debtor nations have the cash to buy arms, muni
tions, implements of war, and war supplies for future wars, 
let them use that cash to pay us what they owe for the muni
tions, war supplies, and implements of war which they carried 
from America during the World War. [Applause.] 

I have here a report from the Secretary of the Treasury 
which indicates that Great Britain, on March 1, 1939, owed 
the American taxpayers' Treasury $5,419,388,374.72; this debt 
consisting of $4,368,000,000 of principal and $1,051,388,374.72 
of interest. 

On March 1, 1939, Soviet Russia owed the United States 
$385,372,179.65, consisting of $192,601 ,297.37 principal and 
$192,770,882.28 accrued interest. 

France owed the United States, on March 1, 1939, $4,160,-
824,820.69, consisting of $3,863,650,000 principal and $297,-
174,820.69 accrued interest. 

On March 1, 1939, Germany owed the United States 
$1,251,417,749.70, which consisted of $1,225,023,750 principal 
and $26,393,999.70 interest. 

On March 1, 1939, Italy owed the United States $2,022,-
745,422.62, consisting of $2,004,900,000 principal and $17,845,-
422.62 interest. · 

Mr. Chairman, in view of our national debt, which is now 
more than $40,000,000,000, in addition to many more billions 
of obligations which Uncle Sam has guaranteed, is it not time 
that Uncle Sam moves to collect the billions of dollars which 
foreign governments owe him instead of continuing to play 
Santa Claus to them, as he has under the New Deal, and 

as proposed in the pending Bloom war-promotion bill, which 
has been dressed up as a neutrality measure? 

Mr. Chairman, my time is limited, so I am unable to 
mention all of the billions of dollars owed to the United States 
by all of our foreign-debt defaulting nations. Many other 
foreign nations, in addition to those which I have specifically 
mentioned, owe a totaL of many billions of dollars. All of 
these obligations which I have mentioned are owed to the 
Federal Treasury. Many billions of additional dollars which 
are owed by foreign nations and their political subdivisions 
to American private investors are also in default. 

Mr. Chairman, a great Democratic President, Andrew Jack
son, told foreign debt-defaulting nations to pay their honest 
debts. He told France wllat he would do if she did not pay, 
and then France paid. Our Democratic New Deal brethren 
would be rendering a greater service to the American people 
and the memory of President Jackson if they would devote 
as much time and energy to collecting the billions of dollars 
owed by foreign nations as they do to collecting $100 per plate 
for Jackson Day dinners. [Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, the American people do not want to be 
dragged into another European war which is now in the 
making. This Bloom bill is a fake neutrality bill. It iE a 
war-promotion bill clothed in the robes of neutrality. This 
bill is just what the international bankers, international war
m.ongers, and war profiteers desire. 

The present Democratic administration is in control of the 
same international forces which plunged America into the 
World War in the name of "Making the world safe for 
democracy," and "A war to end all wars." The fathers and 
mothers of America do not want their sons slaughtered or 
maimed on foreign battlefields in order -to pull foreign na
tions' chestnuts out of the fire and make blood money for 
international bankers, munitions makers, and war profiteers. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to giving any President the 
right to designate aggressor nations or declare war zones, as 
such authority will inevitably lead to war. Since interna
tional bankers, arms and munitions makers profit most by 
war, I am particularly opposed to giving President Roosevelt 
such authority; as he is a former internationalbanker whose 
family has been joined in the holy bonds of matrimony with 
the war-munitions farriily of Du Pont. 

Mr. Chairman, America should keep out of all foreign en
tanglements, engaging in wars in other lands, and stop rat
tling the sword and meddling in the affairs of foreign nations. 
We should stop playing Santa Claus to foreign nations and 
collect the billions of dollars which they owe us. The enact
ment of my pending amendment should materially help Uncle 
Sam to collect. 

The enactment of this amendment would serve notice on 
England and France, who owe Uncle Sam a total of more 
than $10,000,000,000 and who have a close alliance with the 
ungodly, unchristian, Communist red butchers in Moscow, 
that they must pay up, and that they will not get money or 
sinews of war from Uncle Sam in order that they can prepare 
for and carry on their future wars. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, we should adopt the pending amendment 
which I have offered and relieve our American taxpayers of 
some of their pressing burdens and help assure that the 
youth of America will not again be sent to slaughter on 
foreign battlefields for the benefit of international bankers, 
munitions makers, war profiteers, and foreign countries. 

Mr. Chairman, the place for American manhood is on top 
of American soil and not .under foreign -mud, whether it is 
in · England, Germany, France, Soviet Russia, or any other 
country on the face of the earth. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, this amend

ment is very lengthy and undertakes to supplant the entire 
resolution;' by substituting the entire law as it now stands; 
but it does not include section 2· of the- present law which 
expired oh May 1, which was known asc the cash-and-carry 
section, requiring those .foreign countries who wanted to 
come here and buy our goods, to come here and get them 
and carry them themselves. 
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I think one reason why · we have necessity now for neu

trality legislation is because we only have a portion of the 
law. I think section 2, which expired on May 1 was very 
vital and essential to prevent us from getting into wa.r. 
That, of itself, would make me vote against the gentleman's 
amendment, if there were no other reasons. But in addi
tion to that, I do not think we ought to consider this subject 
in wholesale fashion. Let us take it up in an orderly manner 
as each section comes along, and offer amendments that are 
germane. Then we will know what we are doing. As it is 
this way, we have to take it on faith, because we do not have 
time to read it all. So I ask the House, in the interest of 
orderly procedure, to vote down the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
· Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I yield. 

Mr. KEEFE. I just want to say that it is quite clear that 
every man and woman in this House ought to be familiar 
with the provisions of the present law. This amendment 
is printed. We have had a copy of it for several days. We 
are all familiar with the present law. The only thing that 
is out of this bill that is in the present law, is the cash
and-carry provision. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Which I think is one of 
the best provisions of the law. That is one reason why I 
am in favor of the pending resolution. 

I think it is absolutely indispensable that we have some
thing to take the place of the cash-and-carry section, and 
for that reason I ask the Committee to vote down the 
amendment. 

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Will not the gentleman 
agree to my amendment which would make these foreign 
countries that owe us $13,000,0000,000 pay us that money if 
they have cash to invest in war activities? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Anticipating the defeat of 
the entire amendment offered by the gentleman from Massa-· 
chusetts, I am not very much interested in perfecting 
amendments. 

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. If the amendment of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts is adopted would the gentle
man from Texas accept my amendment? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I would have to analyze the 
amendment before I answer the gentleman. 

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman--
The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 

from Massachusetts rise? 
Mr. TINKHAM. I rise to propose another amendment. I 

move to strike out the last word. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair regrets to have to inform the 

gentleman that debate has been closed on the pending 
amendment and all amendments thereto. 

The question is on the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Wisconsin to the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

The quest ion was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. ScHAFER of Wisconsin) there were-ayes 47, noes 65. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs.on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. TINKHAM) there were-ayes 53, noes 71. 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair inquires whether there are 

other perfecting amendments to section 1. 
Mr. SCHIFFLER. Mr. Chairman, I have such an amend

ment, which I offer. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendmen"t offered by Mr. ScHIFFLER: Strike out all of section 1 

and insert t he following as a substitute for the joint resolution: 
"EXPORT OF OTHER ARTICLES AND MATERIALS 

"SECTION 1. (a ) Whenever the President shall have issued a proc
lamation under the authority of section 1 of Senate Joint Resolution 
51 of the Seventy-fifth Congress, first session, and he shall thereafter 
find that the placing of restrictions on the shipment of certain 
articles or materials in addit ion to arms, ammunition, a,nd imple- . 
ments of war from the United States to belligerent states, or to a 
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state wherein civil strife exists, Is necessary to promote the security 
or preserve the peace of the United States or to protect the lives of 
citizens of the United States, he shall so proclaim, and it shall 
thereafter be unlawful, except under such limitations and excep
tions as the President may prescribe as to lakes, rivers, and inland 
waters bordering on the United states, and as to transportation on 
or over lands bordering on the United States, for any American 
vessel to carry such articles or materials to any belligerent state, or 
to any state wherein ciVil strife exists, named in such proclama
tion issued under the authority of section 1 of this act, or to any 
neutral state for transshipment to, or for the use of, any such 
belligerent state or any such state· wherein civil strife exists. The 
President shall by proclamation from time to time definitely enu
merate the articles and materials which it shall be unlawful for 
American vessels to so transport. 

"(b) Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation 
under the authority of section 1 of this act, and he shall thereafter 
find that the placing of restrictions on the export of articles or 
materials from the United States to belligerent states, or to a 
state wherein civil strife exists, is necessary to promote the security 
or -preserve the peace of the United States or to protect the lives 
or commerce of citizens of the United States, he shall so proclaim, 
and it shall thereafter be unlawful, except under such limitations 
and exceptions as the President may prescribe as to lakes, rivers, 
and inland waters bordering on the United States, and as to the 
transportation on or over land bordering on the United States, 
to export or transport, or attempt to export or transport, or cause 
to be exported or transported, from the United States to any 
belligerent state, or to any state wherein civil strife exists, named 
in such proclamation issued under the authority of section 1 of 
this act, or to any neutral state for transshipment to, or for the 
use of, any such belligerent state or any such state wherein civil 
strife exists, any articles or materials whatever until all right, title, 
and interest therein shall have been transferred to some foreign 
government, agency, institution, association, partnership, corpora
tion, or national. The shipper of such articles or materials shall 
be required to file with the collector of the port from which they 
are to be exported a declaration under oath that there exists in 
citizens of the United States no right, title, or interest in such 
articles or materials, and to comply with such rules and regulations 
as shall be promulgated from time to time by the President. Any 
such declaration so filed shall be a conclusive estoppel against any 
claim of any citizen of the United States of right, title, or interest 
in such articles or materials. Insurance written by underwriters 
on any articles or materials the export of which is prohibited by 
this act, or on articles or ~naterials carried by an American vessel 
in violation of subsection (a) of this section, shall not be deemed 
an AmeriCan interest therein, and no insurance policy issued on 
such articles or materials and ·no loss incurred thereunder or by 
the owner of the vessel carrying the same shall be made a basis 
of any claim put forward by the Government of the United States. 

" (c) The President shall from time to time by proclamation 
extend such restrictions as are imposed under the authority of 
·this section to other states as and when they may be declared to 
become belligerent states under proclamations issued under the 
authority of section 1 of this act. 

"(d) The President may from time to time change, modify, or 
revoke in whole or in part any proclamations issued by him under 
the authority of this section." 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, until I have a 
chance to study the amendment I reserve a point of order 
against it. 

Mr. SCHIFFLER. Mr. Chairman, the amendment just of
fered is the cash-and-carry provision in the exact language 
contained in the law that expired on May 1, 1939. That was 
the only provision of our existing neutrality law that expired. 

The effect of this amendment, if adopted, would be com
pletely to eliminate all further consideration of the so-called 

, Bloom resolution and to enact into law the cash-and-carry 
provision, known as section 2 of the original resolution of neu
trality. It would in effect establish the status quo of our 
neutrality as of the 30th day of April 1939. 

The resolution which you have before you for consideration 
is one that omits a part Of the present law, adds to that law, 
and attempts to reenact neutrality in an entirely different 
form from that now existing upon the statute books. The 
effect of this amendment as proposed at this time would be to 
.Put us exactly where we stood on the 30th day of April 1939. 
This raises the question, Why should we, after having had 
such statute for a period of 4 years and during the chaotic 
condition existing in the world today, suddenly decide that it 
had to be amended and the present neutrality law, which has 
amply protected us, dropped and substitute provisions in
serted? This is directly in line with the other proposition 
involved in a former proposed amendment, and that was 
this: The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN] pro
posed by his resolution that we revert to international law 
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and completely repeal all neutrality legislation. That reso
lution was voted down. The resolution which I have intro
duced as an amendment to the Sol Bloom bill takes us to the 
legislation which has been in force for 4 years under· the guise 
of neutrality, although it has satisfactorily kept us from being 
engaged in war. 

I ask this very pertinent question: Is there some 
very strong, outstanding reason why we are called upon at 
this time to repeal the law that has been satisfactory to the 
present administration, which has well served the purposes of 
this country, and under which the country has felt safe? 

The people are jittery today, and any change in that law, 
irrespective of the worth or value of the law enacted, is going 
to make the people of this country very uncertain as to the 
future conduct of our administration. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Will the gentleman yield?. 
Mr. SCHIFFLER. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I want to inquire of the gen-

tleman with reference to his amendment, and I have it before 
me. The way I interpret the amendment, it strikes every
thing in the resolution except what is known as the cash-and
carry section of the old law. Am I right? 

Mr. SCHIFFLER. No; the gentleman is not. It was in
tended to strike out all of the provisions of the resolution now 
pending before the House for consideration and substitute 
the language of the cash-and-carry provision as it existed in 
our law up until April 30. It provides that as a new provision 
of law. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 

JOHNSON] insist upon his point of order'? 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, as the amend

ment is now offered as a substitute, I will not insist on my 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas withdraws 
his point of order. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it would be folly on the part of the 
House to adopt the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. SCHIFFLER], because by so doing .·we 
would eliminate the most vital feature of the law with refer
ence to the shipment of arms, and also it would eliminate 
any legislation with reference to who shall define the phrase 
"state of war," or who shall declare that a state of war exists, 
and so forth. It is the gentleman's intention, as he states, 
to substitute the cash-and-carry provision of the old law, but 
that would leave the measure in an incomplete state. By 
the adoption of this amendment we would have only a frag
mentary piece of law. There would be no provision of law 
by which anyone could find out if a state of war existed; 
there would be no power by which the various remedies and 
provisions of the neutrality law could be enforced. I think, 
therefore, the amendment is ill-advised and incomplete, and 
I ask the members of the Committee on both sides of the 
aisle to vote it down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
SCHIFFLER] . 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. ScHIFFLER), there were--ayes 43, noes 64. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. VoRYS] 

has an amendment pending to section 2. The amendment 
is offered in the form of a section to follow section 1. 

Does the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. VoRYSJ desire recog
nition on his amendment? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I do; and I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. FISH. We are ·now considering a new section, and 
there is no limitation on time? 

The CHAIRMAN. No limitation has been imposed. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. The amendment offered by 

the gentleman substitutes a new section 2. The section 2 as 
contained in the resolution will not be considered until after 
disposition of the gentleman's pending amendment; is that 
correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is correct. The gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. VoRYS] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I impose myself on 
the House once more merely to remind you what you are now 
voting on. This amendment would restore an arms embargo 
to the Bloom bill. It would restore a limited form of embargo 
and covers only arms and ammunition. 

Mr. BARTON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I yield to the gentleman from New 

York. 
Mr. BARTON. As I understand the gentleman's amend

ment, he has dropped out the words "implements of war" 
which are in the present embargo provision? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I have. 
Mr. BARTON. Those are words that could be stretched to 

cover all sorts of products and materials. The gentleman is 
confining his amendment to arms and ammunition which are 
commonly referred to in international law as lethal weapons; 
is that correct? 

Mr. VORYs· of Ohio. My amendrilent is confined solely to 
lethal weapons. 

Mr. BARTON. Specifically, would the gentleman's provi
sion embargo trucks, automobiles, or airplanes? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. It would not embargo commercial 
trucks, automobiles, or airplanes, or anything else that could 
be used for both peace and war, such as a knife, fork, food, 
or anything else that could be used in war or peace, but is 
confined solely to weapons of offense and defense under the 
ordinary definition of arms and ammunition. 

Mr. BARTON. Does the gentleman feel that in this modi,;. 
fied embargo he has offered a compromise that might possibly 
be acceptable to those who want an embargo and also to those 
who do not want to tie the hands of our Government? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. That is my hope. 
This amendment, as I said before, would not suit a strict 

interventionist or a strict isolationist, but I feel that the 
time has come when in carrying out the American tradition 
and ideal of limiting the sale of means of murder we can all 
get together on this middle ground. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I yield to the gentleman from 

Montana. 
Mr. O'CONNOR. Would the gentleman's amendment in

clude such raw materials as foodstuffs? 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. It would not. 
Mr. GEYER of California. Would the gentleman's amend

ment include scrap iron? 
-Mr. VORYS of Ohio. It would not. 
Mr. O'CONNOR. Would it include bombing -planes? 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. It would include bombing planes 

and any other military planes. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I yield to the gentle:QJ.an from New 

York. 
Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman says his amendment refers 

only to lethal weapons? 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Yes. 
Mr. BLOOM. Does the gentleman's amendment refer only 

to lethal weapons as that term is defined in the dictionary? 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I consider that my amendment is 

synonymous with the definition in the dictionary of lethal 
weapons. 
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Mr. BLOOM. Does the gentleman accept the definition 

as stated in the question asked him by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. BARTON] regarding lethal weapons? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Yes. _ 
Mr. BLOOM . . The gentleman says that his amendment 

covers just what the dictionary refers to as lethal weapons; 
and does not that include practically anything that would 
kill a man? Would not that mean a shillelagh? · Let us be 
honest about it. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. A shillelagh is used not only for 
beating people up but for walking, and therefore, I believe. · 
it would not be included. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. And it is peculiar to the Irish. 
Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I yield to the gentleman from 

Missouri. 
Mr. BELL. May I ask whether the gentleman•s amend

ment prohibits the sale of munitions entirely, or does it 
merely prohibit Americans from transporting them? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. The amendment forbids the expor
tation of arms and ammunition or attempting to export them 
or causing them to be exported from any place in the United 
States to any belligerent state. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. I yield to the gentleman from Con

necticut. 
Mr. MILLER. Would the gentleman accept an amend

ment to his amendment to permit the Munitions Control 
Board to define "lethal weapons"? 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. No; the definition of "arms and am
munition," under my amendment, would be left to the courts, 
where it belongs, and the courts in construing this term 
would, of course, have access to these debates and to inter
national law. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 

word. 
Mr. Chairman, I believe this will probably be the most im

portant amendment offered before the conclusion of the 
consideration of the bill. It is a compromise amendment. 
It is certainly very much of a compromise amendment for 
me, because for years I have fought to put a ban on the 
shipment of arms, ammunition, and implements of war. I 
have even gone further than practically any Member of 
Congress. I would like to prohibit the shipment of arms, 
ammunition, and implements of war in time of peace as well 
as in time of war, but I realize that such a ban would not 
be accepted. I realize this is a compromise amendment, and 
I am prepared myself to go that far and go along with the 
gentleman from Ohio in leaving out the words "implements 
of war," so that we will have a specific ban upon arms and 
ammunition. 

Everybody knows what "arms and ammunition•• means. 
They are deadly weapons. They are lethal weapons. They 
are cannon, rifles, shells, and machine guns, and so on, that 
are manufactured for war and for war purposes alone. 

This is a compromise, and of course we hope to get sup
port on both sides. Furthermore, if this amendment does 
prevail, I expect to go along with the bill. If the amend
ment is voted down, then I propose to offer a motion to 
recommit the bill to the committee. If that motion carries, 
and I believe there is a good chance of carrying it, then 
the old law will be continued, which puts a ban on the 
shipment of arms, ammunition, · and implements of war. 
That is the law today. It has no cash-and-carry· feature, 
but it has the arms embargo and all the other provisions 
of this bill. 

On the other hand, if you want a compromise, we offer 
you this compromise of leaving out "implements of war." 
This permits everything to be sold except lethal weapons. 
It permits the sale of oil, of cotton, of copper, and every
thing else except deadly weapons. I believe that would be 
accepted and welcomed by the American people as a proper 
compromise. 

The question comes down to this: Do we propose by put
ting through the Bloom bill as it is, without any embargo 
provision, to permit the traffic- in arms so that we will follow 
that traffic in arms into the next war? That is what the 
Bloom bill does as it stands unamended. If there is a world 
war, we will become the arsenal of the world; we will become 
the potential slaughterhouse of the world to kill people with 
whom we are at peace. I believe, for one, that that is an 
un-Christian act for a great, peace-loving country such as 
ours, for the sake of war profit and blood money, to sell arms 
and ammunition to kill people with whom we are at peace; 
and if we do it, of course, we will be dragged into the war. 

So, for all these reasons, briefly stated under the 5-minute 
rule, I am absolutely opposed to the traffic in arms, but I am 
willing to go along with the gentleman this far and limit the 
embargo to the shipment of arms and ammunition, and 
leave out implements of war. In the past, implements of 
war have caused a great deal of confusion over finding out 
exactly what they are. There is still a great deal of mis
understanding about it. There is no misunderstanding in 
the State Department about what deadly weapons are, or 
lethal weapons, or arms and ammunition. This is a con
crete, clear-cut amendment. 

I hope some gentlemen will come to our support on the 
other side, and if you do we can put this amendment in the 
bill and we will accept the bill and then we can go home 
instead of staying around here for the next 2 months waiting 
for the Senate to act. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on 
this amendment close in 20 minutes. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, we think this is the most im
portant amendment of all. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Of course it is, because it is practically 
striking the enacting clause out of the bill. 

Mr. FISH. We offer this as a compromise, and therefore 
we want to be heard on it. You will admit it is the most im
portant amendment. 

Mr. RAYBURN. An amendment to strike the enacting 
clause out of the bill would be a very important amendment, 
and that is practically what this is. 

Mr. FISH. Can we not give each one of these gentlemen 
5 minutes? · 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair might observe that there has 
been 15 minutes of debate in support of the amendment and 
no debate in opposition. 

Mr. FISH. I think we ought to have an hour's time. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on 

this amendment close in 20 minutes. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman; I offer an amendment to 

the motion making it 30 minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment to 

the motion. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. FisH) there were-ayes 57, noes 88. 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I demand 

tellers. 
Tellers were ordered; and the Chair appointed as tellers 

Mr. BREWSTER and Mr. BLOOM. 
The Committee again divided; and the tellers reported that 

there were-ayes 110, noes 113. 
So the amendment to the motion was rejected. 
Mr. FISIJ. Mr. Chairman, Laffer an amendment to the 

motion making .the time 45 minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment to 

the motion offered by the gentleman from New York. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demand.ed by 

Mr. FisH) there were-ayes 71, noes 94. 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. ·Chairman, I demand 

tellers. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I make a 

point of order that the motion, and the tactics of the gentle
man are entirely dilatory, because we have already voted on 
the time. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is entitled to demand a 
teller vote on the amendment to the motion. · 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed as tellers 
Mr. FisH·and Mr. BLOOM. 

The Committee again divided; and the tellers reported 
that there were-ayes 126, noes 143. 

So the amendment to the motion was rejected. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move that 

the Committee do now rise. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN) there were-ayes 93, noes 123. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chairman, I demand 

tellers. 
Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed as tellers 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN and Mr. BLOOM. 
The Committee again divided; and the tellers reported 

that there were-ayes 88, noes 146. 
So the motion was rejected. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that we now agree upon 25 minutes within which to end the 
debate. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I do hope the Committee 

will be in order so we can proceed in an orderly manner. 
I can assure you there is no intention on this side of the 
aisle or on the part of the Committee to shut off debate. 
What was done here a few minutes ago was not done with 
any idea of depriving the Members on that side of the aisle 
of an opportunity to speak or to limit debate. I thought 
that after they had had 10 minutes and we were willing to 
take 5 minutes and add 5 minutes to their time, it was the 
right thing to do. 

Mr. FISH. Tliis is the most important amendment to the 
entire bill. We have had 2 or 3 hours on other amendments, 
while this is the most important one and, naturally, we want 
to be heard on it. 

Mr. BLOOM. The gentleman was heard and I did not 
object to the gentleman speaking in favor of the amend
ment, although it was my right to speak following the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. VoRYSL I hope we may have order 
from now on. · · 

The CHAIRMAN. The following-named gentlemen were 
standing when the limitation of time was fixed: Mr. REED of 
New York, Mr. HAWKS, Mr. BENDER, Mr. O'CONNOR, Mr. 
SHANLEY, Mr. LUTHER A. JoHNSON, Mr . . Bi.ooM, and Mr. 
BREWSTER. Each of these gentlemen will be recognized for 
3 minutes. · 

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMA.N. The gentleman will state the parlia

mentary inquiry. 
Mr·. HEALEY. Will that consume all the time that was 

allotted for debate on this amendment? 
The CHAffiMAN. That will consume all of the time that 

has been fixed by the Committee on the pending amendment. 
Mr. FISH. 'Mr. Chairman, you allowed 3 minutes to the 

gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BENDER]. · The gentleman from 
Ohio does not desire to use that time, and I would like to ask 
that that time be given to the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KEEFE]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, t J::tat. will be done. 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 

REED] is recognized for 3 minutes. 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, I hope that the 

temper of this House is not such that we cannot settle down 
to the seriousness of the question involved here. I want to 
say in the few minutes that I have that each of you Members 
on the floor of this House represent a segment of a sovereign 
people. At no time in years have 130,000,000 people centered 
their attention upon the actions of this Congress as they are 
doing today. 

I want to bring to you again, as I did earlier in the after
noon, just what war means. I remember being on the English 

front. An English officer told me that when. they were put
ting their tunnels through under a hill occupied by the enemy 
to blow them to bits, in digging that tunnel they tunneled 
through 30 feet of putrid human flesh. 

Those were boys that were buried there. I tell you that 
the mothers of this country have been under a delusion as 
to the cause for which their sons were fighting. They are 
under no delusions now, after 20 years have passed. 

There are men here who were down at the docks when the 
ships came in and mothers stood watching for their boy to 

· come down the gangplank. He. did not come. Then what 
did they do? They lifted their eyes and through a veil of 
tears they saw Old Glory floating from the mast and then 
a mother was heard to say, "Thank God my sacrifice has 
not been in vain." 

I say to you they realize now as never before that their 
boys did sacrifice on foreign soil, but not to make the world 
safe for democracy; not a war to prevent wars. The people 
asked you, and by almost unanimous vote you put upon the 
books a neutrality law to stop the shipment of arms in 
another war. It has brought comfort to those people. They 
believe, they have hope that it has some influence in keeping 
us out of war. I say to you do not destroy that hope now. 

I shall vote for this amendment, but not wholeheartedly. 
This bill ought not to be bandied around. It ought to be 
recommitted to the committee. It never should be sent to 
another part of this Congress to be dealt with in a way that 
will disturb the peace of mind of the people. I say ·stand 
upon the law which we now have. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Wisconsin [Mr. HAWKS] for 3 minutes. 
Mr. HAWKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to again remind the 

Members of the folks back home. Each of you, Democrats as 
well as Republicans, represent a district of approximately 
300,000 citizens of this country. I hope you are not going to 
be herded into action. on as important an amendment as this 
one, herded into action which means that you are not voting 
your constituency, but that you are voting the will of one 
man. It is your responsibility as Representatives in this 
Congress to vote the will of the people back home. 

We finished talking about international-law a short time 
ago. I do not balieve there are 10 men in this House who 
know the A, B, C's of international law. I know I do not. 
Fortunately, that amendment was defeated. You ·are going 
to vote on an amendment shortly which all during the last 
campaign the folks back home, not only in my district but in 
your district as well, demanded. They demanded an em
bargo. They demanded that this Congress of which you and 
I are Members today formulate a policy that will make it 
impossible for this country to participate in the slaughter of 
other ~itizens of other nations of this world. 

We were almost herded into 10 minutes of debate on this 
very important amendment. We only obtained 25 minutes. 
I want to tell you that it is going into the RECORD right now. 
It is being written by the Official Reporter of Debates, who is 
sitting in front of me. He is recording the action that you 
have taken, and if you ·can go back home, after all the letters 
you have received, after the full force of the feelings that 
were packed into that last election is considered, if you can 
go back there and satisfy your people that 25 minutes' debate 
on this important amendment was sufficient time, then you 
are . a better man than I ever hope to be. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Massachusetts [Mr. HEALEY] for 3 minutes. 
Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, p~ssage of that provision 

of the Bloom bill, which repeals the existing embargo on · 
the shipment of arms, ammunition, and implements of war, 
will have most serious consequences for the future welfare 
of this Nation. 

The eyes of the world are upon the action of this Con
gress today. This legislation is of tremendous importance, 
and is fraught with many possibilities vital to our own 
future happiness and security. The failure to place an 
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embargo on the shipment of arms, ammunition, and imple
ments of war to belligerent nations before the actual be
ginning of such a war, will place this Nation in a most 
precarious position. 

For a neutral to alter or change its policies, once a war 
is in progress, so as to affect unequally one belligerent or 
another, is contrary to the accepted practices and precedents 
of international law and may constitute a hostile or un
neutral act toward a belligerent so affected. 

Let us not be beguiled by the argument that we should 
not fetter ourselves now but should be free to meet condi
tions as they present themselves. Once hostilities have 
begun therefore, if we repeal the present law prohibiting 
the shipment of lethal weapons of warfare, it will be too 
late to enact such a provision again, however desirous .it 
may be for our own peace and security. 

This position was clearly and expressly declared in the 
letter of this Government to Germany written by President 
Wilson in 1915. 

This Government holds and is constrained to hold, in view of 
past indisputable doctrines of accepted international law, that any 
change in its own laws or neutrality during the progress of a war 
which would unequally affect the relation of the United States with 
the nations at wa.r would be an unjustifiable departure from the 
principles of strict neutrality by which it has consistently sought to 
direct its actions. The placing of an embargo on the trade in 
arms at the present time would constitute such a change, and be a 
direct violation of the neutrality of the United States. 

It must seem perfectly clear, therefore, that the banning 
of shipments of these articles once a war is in progress 
would most certainly adversely affect one or more belliger
ents and thereby violate our neutrality toward the nation 
so affected. 

The sentiment of the people of this country is over
whelmingly opposed to our trafficking in lethal weapons of 
warfare. To aid those countries whom circumstances would 
best enable to secure such arms, ammunition, and imple
ments of war, would most certainly have the effect of 
placing us in the position of a partner in the waging of 
death and destruction with the nation or nations to whom 
we supplied such material. 

We must approach this problem with honesty and realism 
and not be misled by an ingenious idealism which may pre
cipitate us into the very heart of another great war. Our 
paramount problem and duty today is to write such a law 
as will best enable us to maintain our own peace and 
neutrality. 

Though we may differ in our views as to which is the best 
policy to pursue, I know that we are all animated and in
spired by the highest patriotic motives, and that our objec
tive is to find the best means of insuring the future peace 
of this country. For my part, I am convinced that the best 
way we can achieve that objective is to enact· now, while we 
have the opportunity, a bill which above all will provide 
for a strict embargo on the shipment of arms, ammunition, 
and implements of war to any belligerent or any other 
nation which may be acting as a medium through which 
such a belligerent may receive such articles. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. O'CoNNoR] for 3 minutes. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, let me say in advance 
that it is not easy and it is far from pleasant for me to take 
a position against the leaders of my party; however, I yield 
to no man as to my democracy; but, Mr. Chairman, this is 
a matter of persenal conviction. As I said upon the floor 
Wednesday of this week, it rises above party politics, and I 
am going to say and vote my convictions as I see my duty 
as an American citizen and act for the best interest of my 
country as I see it. [Applause.] 

My objective is to do everything I can to keep my country 
out of European squabbles. I will fight to the finish the en
actment into law of this bill as written because I feel it 
means war to my country. 

Mr. Chairman, let us tear the mask off of this bill and look 
it square in the eye and drag the thing before the House 
as it really is. ·Let us let sunshine on it. This is not a neu-

trality bill: it is an intervention bill. [Applause.] What 
power is given the President of the United States under this 
bill? The power is given him to permit the lending of credi~ 
and money to England, France, and other countries under 
the operation of this act. Do you want to again lend money 
to nations that, after you had furnished them the best blood 
of American manhood, and after we had furnished them bil
lions of dollars of our people's money, that refer to us as the 
greatest Shylocks on the face of the earth when we suggested 
repayment? Do you want to come to their relief again? 
Have we no memory left? Are we without reason? 

I want to state one other thing and I want the Members 
to get this. The pending amendment involves a great prin
ciple and it is this, whether or not the House of Representa
tives tonight is going to commit itself to a desire for profits 
and gold and sacrifice the blood of American youth over and 
above the desire for peace throughout the world; can you 
have peace and sell the killing agencies which aid the con-
tinuance of war? [Applause.] · 

Let us not be fooled about this bill. Read section 4 and 
you will see there that the President of the United States 
is given power to bring us to the financial relief of any nation 
that he sees fit. Is there anyone in this House that has any 
doubt as to what nations we are going to favor in case of 
war, if it breaks out in Europe? Has anyone any doubt about 
that? 

Mr. Chairman, do not be kidded about this proposition. 
They are not fighting over a moral question; they are not 
fighting over democracy; they are fighting over land, over 
trade, and over power. [Applause.] 

The adoption of the Bloom bill would simply mean we are 
voting to preserve the status quo in Europe, about which we 
know nothing. We are voting, if you please, to preserve and 
leave to England and France the colonies that they took from 
the world by conquest and aggression and from Germany and 
her allies at the close of the World War. Should we sacrifice 
our Nation and our boys for that? I, for one, refuse. [Ap~ 
plause.] . 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER]. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, fortunately there is 

one Chamber in which debate is stili unlimited. Free speech 
still remains. I venture to predict before that Chamber 
has finished the dissection of this measure the Members of 
the Congress and the people of the country at large will 
understand fully the implications of the action that is here 
proposed. I further predict this is going to go to the coun
try as one of the great issues in the next year in connection 
with the impending campaign, because the people of this 
country do not want us to take any action that will start 
us down that road we followed 20 years ago to war. 

Mr. Chairman, we adopted a policy of arms embargo 5 
years ago which has been repeatedly reemphasized. 
Last year there was only one dissenting voice, and that 
voice is now m1ssmg. We solemnly determined, from the 
lessons of the last war, that an embargo upon arms and 
ammunition was the best measure we could take to pre
vent war. 

How win war come? Exactly as it did before. Gradually 
our economy will be transformed; billions of dollars will be 
expended here in creating great munition factories; and, 
finally, we will find our economy upon such a basis that only 
by entering the war can we save ourselves from inevitable 
collapse. That is the program and the plan-not of you 
gentlemen, not even of those in executive authority. I make 
no challenge as to their sincerity in the collective security 
which they advocate. It is the plan of those sinister in:
fiuences that furnished the propaganda which involved us in 
the World War, in which some of us volunteered 20 years 
ago to make the world safe for democracy. 

Where is democracy today? Russia and France are ruled 
by dictators. England is seeking to hold its colonies intact. 
I ask that America adopt an American policy which will look 
after otir own interest and not those of any other country in 
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the world; then America will be united and we will go for
ward as the lost horizon of that civilization that seems almost 
ready now to disappear. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Texas [Mr. LUTHER A. JoHNSON] for 6 minutes. 
· Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I hope the 

Committee when voting upon this amendment will lay aside 
appeals to passion and prejudice and consider this strictly 
upon its merits. If the Members will do that I have no 
doubt as to what the result will be. The impassioned appeal 
made has not been predicated upon facts. 

I call attention of the Committee again that in all the 
speeches that have been made not one of those who has 
spoken in favor of this amendment has pointed out one 
reason why repeal of the arms embargo will get us into war. 
With 2 full days of debate, various gentlemen stated the 
conclusion that the arms embargo being repealed would get 
us into war, but no one in general debate or in the discussion 
under the 5-minute rule has pointed out a reason. 

It is not the sale of arms. It is the transportation and 
delivery of arms and goods that will likely involve us in war. 
Further, I point out that the arms embargo that we have 
had has been difficult of enforcement. Representatives of 
the State Department when appearing before our committee 
said it was difficult in most instances to know whether or 
not arms were intended for shipment to belligerent nations 
or not. The law provides that when arms were shipped to 
either belligerent nations or neutral nations for reshipment 
to belligerent nations they are prohibited, and many times 
it has been difficult, the State Department representatives 
said, to ascertain whether that is true. 

If that was true in the case of the minor wars in Europe, 
the Albanian War, the Ethiopian War, and the Spanish 
War, I submit it would be much more difficult in the case 
of a major war with the major countries involved to en
force and carry out that provision with respect to the ship
ment of arms. 

I furthermore point out, Mr. Chairman, as I said in my 
opening discussion under the rule, that the appeal is made 
that to repeal the arms embargo is to play sides. The an
swer is that it does not play sides. As international law 
provides, arms can be sold to .all countries. If we repeal 
that provision now we stand upon international law and 
international right, and no one can claim that international 
law is unneutral. It is unneutral to leave this law in effect 
now, because it is in violation and contravention of inter
national law. 

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I am sorry; I cannot yield. 

I have so little time. 
Let me point this out to the Committee that, as I said 

and as the gentleman from New York [Mr. BARTON] so well 
said, if war should break out and if conditions should arise 
under which the American people should demand the repeal 
of the arms embargo on account of the conditions then ex
isting, repeal after war had broken out would be an un
neutral act. We can visualize conditions that might arise 
that would cause us to do that. If there is any likelihood 
of doing that, let us do it now while there is no war, so that 
our act will not be unneutral, but will be in conformity with 
international law. 

Then, for another reason, Mr. Chairman, for a reason that 
ought to be a controlling reason with this House, I am for the 
repeal of the embargo because I believe it will help to prevent 
war. Gentlemen have said that to leave this embargo in 
effect would encourage war. When we passed the neutrality 
law I said that the arms embargo would not prevent war, 
but would serve to encourage other nations. I hoped other 
nations would follow our example and pass similar laws, but 
they did not do so. 

I say to this House that in view of the conditions as they 
now exist, to leave this law on the statute books is not to dis
courage war but to encourage war by causing war to break 
out. As authority for that statement I read the testimony of 

a very distinguished witness who appeared before our com
mittee, and who is not a member of my own party, former 
Assistant Secretary of State Han. William H. Castle. He is a 
member of the Republican Party. This is what he had to 
s'ay: 

Mr. JoHNSON. But so far as prohibiting the exportation of arms to 
belligerent nations, you doubt the wisdom of that, because, as you 
say, the failure to declare what we are going to do is a deterrent to 
war-inclined nations? 

Mr. CASTLE. It is certainly a deterrent to war-inclined nations. 
Mr. JoHNSON. In other words, if we had no law now prohibiting 

the exportation of arms to belligerent nations you think that might 
be deterrent to the out\)reak of war in Europe at this time? 

Mr. CASTLE. I think it might be very strongly so. 

There is a man who served in the State Department for 
many years, a man not biased or prejudiced by partisan 
politics, a man who has studied international conditions, 
and his testimony is substantiated and corroborated by many 
witnesses on both sides of the aisle and of different parties. 
They all agreed that the repeal of this law would be a de
terrent and might prevent the outbreak of war in Europe. 
The best way to prevent our involvement is to do what we 
can to prevent the outbreak of war in Europe, and I appeal 
to you not in the name of sentiment or sentimentality but 
for no other reason than that I believe that in order to safe
guard our country and prevent a war we ought to vote down 
this amendment. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 

has expired. All time has expired. 
Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that the Vorys amendment may be again read. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Michigan? 
There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

· Amendment offered by Mr VoRYS of Ohio: Page 2, after line 15, 
insert the following: 

"SEc. 2. Whenever the President shall have issued a proclama
tion under the authority of section 1 (a) it shall thereafter be 
unlawful to export, or attempt to export, or cause to be exported, 
arms or ammunition from any place in the United States to any 
belligerent states named in such proclamation." 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 
preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mrs. ·RoGERS of Massachusetts moves that the committee do now 

rise and report the joint resolution back to the House with the 
recommendation that the enacting clause be stricken out. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I wonder 
if the Members of the House realize that under this amend
ment offered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. VoRYSJ, and 
which reads as follows: 

On page 2, after line 15, insert the following: 
"(c) Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation 

under the authority of section 1 (a) it shall thereafter be unlawful 
to export, or attempt to export, or cause to be exported, arms or 
ammunition from any place in the United States to any belligerent 
states named in such proclamation"-

France and England could buy airplanes and automobiles, 
the things tha;t they want, according to testimony that came 
to us from the administration, so those who feel that France 
and England need assistance in that way ought to have no 
hesitancy in voting for this amendment. We have all been 
told that France and England do not need arms and ammu
nition; they do . not need the so-called lethal weapons so 
much as they do airplanes. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I am sorry, I cannot 

yield now. I have taken very little of the time of the Com
mittee except for a question or two. 

I wonder if the Members of the House also have thought of 
the fact that pro.bably Germany, if she is planning to strike, 
will strike at once if we lift the arms embargo. 

Naturally, Germany if she is going to fight this war to a 
finish, if the arms embargo is lifted, will strike immediately 
or before France and England have a chance to arm further. 
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Also, I want to remind the House of a resolution that I 

introduced which provides that we shall remain in continuous 
session. I have had letter after letter from people all over 
the country who implore us that Congress stay in session in 
order to take any action that may be necessary in an effort 
to keep us out of war. Our staying in session would be a 
warning also to Mr. Hitler that we intend to watch what he 
does. Also we can watch other nations, the entire European 
situation, and the situation in the Far East. Every Member 
here in this House, just as in 1914 and 1917, has legislated as 
he thought best for this country, and wants to legislate to do 
the right thing for America first, last, and always. 

I voted against the other so-called neutrality act. I 
know we cannot legislate neutrality, but with all our hearts 
we want to keep this country at peace and to do the best 
thing that is possible under conditions as they arise. 

I am going to withdraw my amendment, but it was the 
only way I could secure recognition at the present time. I 
believe every Member here should have hours and hours to 
debate the subject, to consider it from all its aspects. It 
is by far the most important thing we have had at this 
session of Congress or that we shall have during this entire 
Congress. I earnestly hope that we stay in session con
tinuously. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
woman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I yield. 
Mr. REES of Kansas. And the gentlewoman is a member 

of this great committee and she tells this House that this 
so-called Bloom bill is not a neutrality bill, but an inter
vention bill? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. There is no doubt in 
my mind that if the bill is passed at this juncture it would 
obviously be a bill to aid France and England. Not by the 
farthest stretch of the imagination could it be called a 
measure of neutrality. I have felt that 'it is an intervention 
bill. I voted against it in committee, I shall vote against it 
in the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, and I shall vote against it in the House. The Vorys 
amendment imperils the Bloom bill somewhat. I hope the 
Members will think over my ideas on this subject. They 
come from a very deep conviction. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to withdraw the pro forma amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentlewoman from Massachusetts? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Ohio. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. FisH) there were--ayes 112, noes 121. 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers. 
Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed as tellers 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio and Mr. BLOOM. 
The committee again divided, and the tellers reported that 

there were-ayes 159, noes 157. 
So the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: · 
Amendment offered by Mr. BELL: On page 2, after line 15, follow

ing the amendment just adopted, add a new section, as follows: 
"EXPORTATION OF ARTICLES AND MATERIALS 

"Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation under 
the authority of section 1 (a), it. shall thereupon be unlawful for 
citizens of the United States or vessels flying the flag of the United 
States to export or transport, or attempt to export or transport, cr 
cause to be exported or transported, from the United States directly 
or indirectly to any State named in the proclamation, any articles 
or materials, and it is declared to be one of the purposes of this act 
to prevent and prohibit the sale or exportation of such articles or 
materials except upon a cash-and-carry basis." 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 
point of order against the amendment. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I voted against the motion 
which was just acted upon, because I believe, and I think 

many Members on both sides of this great body believe, that 
an absolute embargo upon arms would not hold for 30 days 
in the event that war was declared in Europe. I do believe, 
however, that a great program was proposed by our great 
Secretary of State, which, if enacted in all of its spirit, Will 
keep us out of war; and I know that every Member of this 
body on either side of the House has deeply implanted in his 
bosom at this moment a great desire that America shall stay 
out of any war that may trouble the world. 

The amendment I have just proposed is the other half of 
the cash-and-carry plan that was thought to be in this bill. 
I believe the committee has announced that it will offer an 
amendment to take out of the bill the so-called war-zone 
proposition in section 3. This will leave only the cash plan 
taken care of. My amendment provides that no American 
citizen shall transport arms to Europe or cause them to be 
transported to Europe in American ships. 

It has been said many times on the :floor of the House 
during this debate that it is not believed we can pass a bill 
that will be a real neutrality bill that will keep us out of war. 
The only way we can judge the future is by the past. Almost 
every Member of this body can think back and remember 
those fatal days of 20 years ago. You remember the begin
nings of that other World War. You remember it was not 
very long after that war had started until American vessels 
were being loaded with arms and ammunition, with wheat 
and bacon and other commodities to the belligerent nations 
of Europe, and it was not very long until those vessels began 
to be sunk by submarines. It is said that we have no facts 
to guide us. We have today facts that are in the minds of 
every man and woman here tonight. The fact is that if our 
vessels, unarmed or armed, start across the ocean carrying 
their products to Europe, those vessels are going to be tor
pedoed and sunk, or at least some of them are. We know 
that to be a fact before we start. 

:rhe American people are a brave, hardy, and a high
spirited people. How many of you remember statesmen 20 
years ago going before the people of this country and saying 
the dignity of our great Nation must be maintained? Aves
sel had been sunk on the high seas. So-called international 
law said we had a right to go there. Perhaps we did, but we 
know that the sinking of that vesEel was one of the great 
contributing causes that took us into the World War. We 
know that today. We did not anticipate it, perhaps, then. 

The amendment I am offering does this. It prohibits 
American vessels from carrying any commodity of any sort 
to belligerent nations. It dqes not prohibit European nations 
from coming over here and buying arms or ammunition or 
wheat or corn or any other commodity so long as they come 
over here and take it away in their own vessels and pay for it 
before they leave our shores. 

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BELL. I yield to the gentleman. 
[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 

proceed for 5 additional minutes. 
The CHAmMAN. Is there objection to the request of 

the gentleman from Missouri? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. MOTT. Would not your amendment, if adopted, vir

tually repeal the amendment that the committee has just 
adopted, because the amendment prohibits the exporting of 
arms to foreign countries. Your amendment would provide 
that if a foreign nation wanted arms here and was willing 
to pay for them in cash, and carry them away, it could 
have them. Therefore, would it not virtually repeal the 
amendment we have just adopted. 

Mr. BELL. No. My amendment would not exactly repeal 
that. This amendment goes further in one direction and 
not so far in another. My amendment prohibits American 
vessels from going upon the high seas and carrying any sort 
of a commodity to a belligerent nation. It does not, how
ever, prevent, as your amendment does, any belligerent na
tion from coming to America and buying munitions and 
arms or anything. Your amendment does that, but my 
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amendment goes further than yours. It prohibits any sort 
of commodity from being carried in American vessels. 

Mr. MOT!'. But would it not repeal the arms embargo? 
The last amendment, if I understand it correctly, prohibits 
altogether the exportation of arms. 

Mr. BELL. I would not say that it does. 
Mr. MOT!'. But your amendment would permit it under 

some conditions; is that not right? 
Mr. BELL. Yes. 
Now, ladies and gentlemen of the Committee, I believe as 

firmly as I ever believed anything in my life, that as long 
as American vessels cross the ocean, laden with any sort of 
arms or munitions or any sort of commodity that warring 
nations need and must have-and there are times when 
wheat is just as necessary to a belligerent nation as muni
tions-our vessels are going to be sunk, and if our vessels 
are sunk I can see the tempers of the American people begin 
to rise, and they will demand of the American Congress that 
we declare war. ·I want that never to happen again. 

The only harm that this amendment of mine could possibly 
do is perhaps take a few dollars out of the hands of some 
shipping lines, who may say we are unjustly depriving them 
of some profits. But I ask you, Is there a man or a woman in 
this House tonight with heart so hard or soul so dead that he 
would place in the balance the blood of our youths and the 
tears and agonies of our mothers against the profits of a few 
shipping lines? If you are for the mothers and for the sons 
of this Nation, if you are for the glorious future that this 
Nation has before it if we will but keep the peace, then I 
pray you to vote for this amendment. Do not let our vessels 
go across the waters laden with any kind of commodity 

· which will cause the sinking of an American vessel and get 
us into war. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BELL. I yield. 
Mr. REES of Kansas. In view of what the gentleman has 

just stated, why not embargo these materials just as much 
as you embargo arms, and be done with it? 

Mr. BELL. I will answer you in the words of two of the 
most distinguished gentlemen on your side of the House. 
An absolute embargo I do not think will last for 30 days, but 
I do think that the amendment I am now proposing will 
keep us out of war, because there are men· in this House who 
believe that we ought to sell arms and munitions. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous ·consent to 

speak for an additional 5 minutes. 
The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection to the request of 

the gentleman from Missouri? 
Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
Mr. KEE and Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts rose. 
The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 

from West Virginia rise, a member of the committee? 
Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 

amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from West Virginia is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of the 

Committee, I have been asked to read the amendment, and 
I will read it quickly: · 

Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation under 
the authority of section 1 (a), it shall thereupon be unlawful for 
citizens of the United States or vessels flying the flag of the United 
States to export or transport or attempt to export or transport, or 
cause to be exported or transported from the United States directly 
or indirectly to any state named in the proclamation any articles or 
materials, and it is declared to be one of the purposes of this act 
to prevent and prohibit the sale or exportation of such articles and 
materials except on a cash-and-carry basis. 

Now, ladies and gentlemen of the Committee, every amend
ment that has been offered to this bill today has been just 
another handcuff or shackle attempted to be put upon the 
people of the United States. Just another attempt to inter
fere with their freedom of action. 

The amendment offered by the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. BELL] simply means driving the American :flag and 
American shipping from the seas of the world. Under the 
law that you have now and under this bill as it has been 
offered and as it will pass this House you are providing that 
shipments of all classes of commodities can be made from 
this country, the only inhibition being that prescribed by the 
amendment put in by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. VORYS] 
denying shipments of arms and munitions. There is no em
bargo against the shipment of any other commodity. 

You have released the embargo upon practically every 
commodity this country produces, and now you are asked by 
this amendment to embargo all American shipping. You 
are permitting the shipment from this country to every other 
country in the world in time of war, and to the belligerents, 
of all the materials necessary to manufacture the imple
ments 6f war, all the materials necessary to manufacture 
explosives, all the materials necessary to manufacture guns; 
you are permitting the shipment of cotton, of sugar, of wheat, 
and corn and other foods, of chemicals and oils, and lubri
cants and machinery; of everything, in fact, except the two 
items-ammunition and explosives. You are now asked to 
say by this amendment that these articles, practically every 
commodity grown or manufactured in this country, can be 
carried by the ships of every nation upon earth except ships 
:flying the American :flag. Ships under the American :flag, 
therefore, should this amendment be adopted, must upon the 
outbreak of war___..immediately upon the outbreak of hostili
ties-be tied to the wharves of this country or anchored in 
our harbors and taken out of commission. The :flag will 
come down from every ship of American registry. This is 
not only a burden upon American shippers but it puts them 
out of business. It would be absolutely a foolish and futile 
thing to do. 

The bill under consideration contains a provision requiring 
that before any goods or commodities of any kind can be 
shipped from this country to a belligerent nation in time of 
war, title to the goods and commodities must be passed to the 
government of a foreign country or some foreign corporation 
or person. When anything is shipped under the act we are 
considering, there will not be an American citizen who will 
have a single dollar's worth of interest in the articles. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
· Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 

the ·gentleman from West Virginia may proceed for 3 addi
tional minutes. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to 
object, and I shall not in this case, for 3 days I have tried to 
get 1, 2, or 3 minutes to talk on this bill. Hereafter I shall 
object to any requests to speak in excess of 5 minu.tes. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair feels in fairness that the 
Chair should state to the. gentleman from Michigan that his 
name has been called twice for recognition, but the gentleman 
did not respond. 

Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KEE. For a brief question. 
Mr. KEEFE. The bill under consideration-the Bloom 

bill--contains a so-called cash-and-carry provision which 
requires foreign nations to pay cash over here in America 
before they can take any goods away. Why were they 
required to come here and pay cash? 

Mr. KEE. We require them to come here and pay cash 
because we want the title to those goods to pass to foreign 
nations so that American citizens will have no interest in 
the goods in the event they are lost or damaged in transit. 

Mr. KEEFE. Is there anything in this bill, then, which 
prevents a ship of the American merchant marine manned 
by American seamen being loaded with goods for which cash 
has been paid, and carry those goods right over into the 
face of the guns of the enemy? Is there anything in this 
bill that prevents that? 
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Mr. KEE. There is nothing in this bill which would pre
vent it. 

Mr. KEEFE. Then unless the bill is amended American 
ships will be permitted to load with contraband or goods 
which have been paid for here and take them right into the 
war zone. Are you not subjecting American seamen to this 
hazard? 

Mr. KEE. It is being done under the present law, and 
they have a right to do it under the present law. 

The question the gentleman from Wisconsin has asked 
shows the absolute futility of adopting an amendment of 
this kind. You are absolutely stopping the shipment of any 
American goods, manufactured goods, or any products of the 
United States, in any American bottoms, tying our ships to 
our wharves, and driving our flag from the seas; but you are 
letting the vessels of every other nation of the world come 
here and get these goods and carry them away. Why de
stroy the American merchant marine by denying to ships 
of American registry and sailing under the American flag the 
right we accord to all other nations of the world. 

The amendment is unfair and disastrous in its effect, and 
should be voted down. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 

amendment. · 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman from 

New York yield to see if we can reach an agreement upon 
time? 

Mr. FISH. Certainly. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that all debate upon this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 20 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from New York [Mr. FisH] for 5 minutes. 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this amend

ment because I think it is an utterly unfair discrimination, 
restriction, and limitation upon the American merchant 
marine. This amendment says that nothing shall be carried 
in any American ship. To my mind this is a pusillanimous 
and cowardly proposal. It takes the American merchant 
marine and the American flag right off the seas, when the 
Congress of the United States is spending hundreds of mil
lions of dollars to build up the American merchant marine. 
It provides teo that our wheat, our copper, our cotton, and 
the other great products of our mines and farms cannot be 
shipped in American bottoms to these foreign nations. 

If the Members of the Congress know just what this 
amendment does, I do not believe they will vote for it. It 
should receive very little support. If the gentleman had 
added the following words to his amendment "that Ameri
can ships shall carry these products outside of arms and 
ammunition (deadly weapons) at their own risk" then I 
would support it and at the proper time I propose to offer 
such an amendment. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the pro forma amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate it has · been a long, hard, 

anxious day, but I want to remind the Members again of 
the bill that is now pending before the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries, which would provide war-risk 
insurance at the taxpayers' expense for foreign vessels as 
well as our own foreign cargoes, their men and personal 
effects. Clearly the Members of the House will not want to 
force the taxpayers to pay war-risk insurance on foreign 
vessels, their men, their cargoes, and their personal effects. 
No country in the world has ever had this form of insurance. 

Mr. KEEFE. Will the gentlewoman yield? 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I yield to the gentleman 

from Wisconsin. 
Mr. KEEFE. In response to the suggestion that has just 

been made, if the Congress adopts the amendment which 

would prohibit the use of American merchant ships in which 
to carry goods that have been bought and paid for under the 
provisions of this law, bought and paid for because it is the 
intent of this committee that we shall not become involved 
in war by having American goods go into the war zone, we 
still are going to permit the American merchant ships that 
the taxpayers of this Nation own to take those goods, that no 
American firm or no American individual has any interest in 
whatsoever, and transport those goods directly into the face 
of the war zone in Europe. The bill when you first proposed 
it had a somewhat sensible provision that permitted war zones 
to be outlined by somebody into which these ships could not 
go, but as the bill is framed now these ships can go right 
into the face of any belligerent nation. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. HINSHAW. Do I understand that the gentleman from 

Pennsylvania or the gentleman from Texas reserved a point 
of order against the pending amendment? 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair is not prepared to tell the 
gentleman what he understood. 

Mr. HINSHAW. May I inquire whether a point of order 
has been reserved against the amendment by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. JoHNSON]? 

Mr. BLOOM. There was a point of order reserved. 
The CHAmMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoHN

soN] reserved a point of order. 
Mr. HINSHAW. Is it proper that that point of order be 

brought up now and be disposed of? 
The CHAffiMAN. That is a matter within the control of 

the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoHNSON]. 
Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 

amendment, which I send to the Clerk's desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KELLER as an amendment to the 

amendment offered by Mr. BELL: At the end of the pending amend• 
ment insert "that upon the declaration of war or upon a condition 
of war actually existing, it shall be the duty of all Americans to go 
in the house and shut the door so we won't never have no war no 
more." 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, I want to reread this amend
ment, because it is the only way I know of we can keep out 
of war. Here it is: "That upon declaration of war or upon a 
condition of war actually existing, it shall be the duty of all 
Americans to go in the house and shut the door, so we won't 
never have no war no more." 

That is the only wa;y we are going to be certain to keep 
out of war. I have sat here and I have been a good deal 
amused at men who ordinarily talk common sense. A good 
many of them seem to have gotten off on the wrong foot. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. KELLER. I yield to the gentlewoman from Massa
chusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Apparently the gentle
man has peace at home. 

Mr. KELLER. The gentlewoman is quite right and I am 
sure speaks from a similar fortunate experience of her own. 

Mr. EATON of New Jersey. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KELLER. I must yield to the gentleman, because he 

is one of those who spoke wisely and well today. 
Mr. EATON of New Jersey. I wonder if a large cyclone 

cellar would not be better. They ought to crawl in the hole 
and pull the hole in after them. 

Mr. KELLER. Yes. We have talked about peace in a 
most war-like manner. A few men, thank goodness, on 
both sides have talked thoroughly sensibly to u~ WADS
woRTH, MAAS, EATON, LUTHER JOHNSON-first speech-IZAC, 
and RAYBURN. Men who have studied this proposition and 
who have read their history know that we cannot through 
legislation prevent war under all conditions. [Applause.] 

Now, nobody wants war. Yet, if a stranger sat here 
tonight in the balcony and listened to some of the speeches, 
he would think everybody wants war except the man who 
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is speaking at the time, -because the fellow who talks -accuses 
everybody else indirectly of wanting war and implies broadly 
that he principally wants to stop war. He is the little hero 
who stands out in front of the American people, wraps the 
American :fiag around himself and says, "All these guys do 
not know what it is all about, but I do. I am the one who 
wants peace. Give me the chance and I wlll bring you 
peace." A boy in the cloakroom today said, "Nobody is 
talking about war but the Members of Congress." And the 
boy was right. 

Mr. Chairman, I am ridiculing the various Members and 
the men who have talked that way because they ought to be 
ridiculed. The people ought to give them a good laugh, 
which is coming to them. I hope from now we will talk 
sense on this question. · 

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield for a brief question? 

Mr. KELLER. For a question, yes; but not for a speech. 
Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Will not the American peo

ple have a great big horselaugh when they read the gentle
man's amendment? [Laughter.] 

Mr. KELLER. I hope they do with the gentleman from 
Wisconsin as the most appropriate leader of the horse chorus. 
That is the intention of the amendment, of course. [Ap
plause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Wisconsin [Mr. KEEFE] for 2 minutes. 
Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I beg the indulgence of the 

Committee because I did not quite finish the question I was 
asking the gentlewoman from Massachusetts. I do want to 
convey this thought to you. If you do not think there is a 
plan all wrapped up that is involved in this proposed neu
trality legislation, you get the bill which is now pending 
before the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
which proposes to establish a Bureau of War Risk Marine 
Insurance, .and set aside $100,000,000 in the Treasury of the 
United States to be used for the purpose of financing the 
carriage of these goods, in which no American has any in
terest, over to the warring nations of Europe. 

Under the terms of that bill the War Risk Insurance Board 
would not only insure the hulls of the American merchant 
marine but would also insure the hulls of foreign-flag ships 
that would carry those goods in which we have no interest. 
It is all part of a well-defined plan that, if we get into war, 
the goods are going to move, and if the merchant marine of 
the United States is to be swept off the seas you will see it 
swept off fast enough when we get to carrying these contra
band goods in the face of the warring nations of Europe. 
The sad ·part of it is, Mr. Chairman, that the poor people 
whom I represent in Wisconsin will be taxed to pay the bill. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Michigan [Mr. HooK] for 3 minutes. 
Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, as I said in the beginning of 

this debate, and I still believe it, we cannot legislate neu
tr:Uity. I will not cover that ground again. During this 
debate and after listening to the speeches of some of· the 
Members on the Republican side of the House, I thought we 
had risen above party politics. I thought they were inter
ested in neutrality and actually interested above everything 
in keeping America at peace. I thought they were inter
ested in the fact that they truly wanted real neutrality. 
Many fine speeches were made to the effect that they did 
not believe that we could legislate neutrality. Your leading 
Republicans spoke on the floor of the House along those 
lines, but to my utter surprise and disgust the amendment 
for the embargo was placed in the bill. Those very Mem
bers who made their speeches so spiritedly to the effect that 
we cannot legislate neutrality did so for the press only. 
Hypocritical in the extreme, they walked through the tellers 
behind their leader on this subject, the Honorable HAMIL
TON FisH, and voted against the very things they had talked 

about on ·the floor of the Hotise. How can we expect to 
have a program of neutrality when Members are not any 
more sincere than that? · 

When are you going to be honest with yourselves? I ask 
you this in all sincerity. · You leaders over there on the 
Republican side know to whom I refer: You know that you 
talked one way and walked down behind the leader and 
voted the other way because you consider you made state
ments to the effect that you were not in favor of the things 
for which you just voted. It is my sincere hope that when 
we come to the point where you will be forced to put your
selves on record with a vote of either "yea" or "nay" on the 
embargo amendment, you will at least vote along the lines · 
you talked about on the floor of the House. You will get a 
chance to do it, and I feel certain you will not be able to 
back away from it because you would not want it to be 
known that you double-crossed the people of your district. 

[Here the gavel ·tell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Montana [Mr. THORKELSON] for 3 minutes. 
Mr. THORKELSON. Mr. Chairman, I have been sitting 

here the· whole afternoon listening to discussion of the many 
causes which bring about war. There is one issue that has 
not been raised this afternoon, and that is gold. The cause 
of aU wars is gold and credit. It was credit that caused 
the World War and it was credit that brought about the 
first infringement of international law in regard to war. It 
is well for you to bear in mind that the international dollar 
is now secured on 15.521 grains of gold and that all inter
national credit is paid in gold. Today the stage is set per
fectly for another war because we have $13,500,000,000 in gold 
in our Treasury, and foreign nations can take our bonds 
and take our commodity money that we are using here 
today, and that can pay for all the war material they want 
to buy. They now have a credit in the United ·States · of 
nearly $13,000,000,000. That is the amount of gold certifi
cates now outstanding, and that money will be used under 
this amendment to carry war materials from the United 
States to whoever wants to buy it. That is the thing you 
want to stop if you want to stop war. 

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield for a question? 

Mr. THORKELSON. I yield to the gentleman from Wis
consin. 

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. In view of the fact that 
foreign governments that are arming to the teeth owe the 
American Treasury $13,000,000,000, does not the gentleman 
believe it would be wise if we would follow the advice of 
former President Jackson and pass legislation to collect the 
money they owe us for the past war instead of giving them 
more money to carry on future wars? 

Mr. THORKELSON. Yes; I do. I believe we should col
lect the war debt. I also want to say that I believe we should 
place an embargo on the gold so it cannot leave the United 
States. Then there will be no. war because they will have 
no money to pay for a war. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD] for 3 minutes. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, the only reason I have 

wanted time the last 2 or 3 days was for the purpose of 
asking specific questions with reference to the bill. If I 
can, I should like to get the answers to these questions from 
the acting chairman of the committee [Mr. BLooM]. The 
questions are these: 

Does this bill as it has been presented to the House permit 
the use of the Federal Reserve Banking System in the han
dling of credits which are created by aliens who come to 
this country and purchase goods from the manufacturers of 
this country and then proceed to ship the goods to foreign 
lands? 

Mr. BLOOM. It does not. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. The Chairman says it does not per· 

mit that. 
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Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? -
Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The foreigners have cred

Its now in excess of $7,000,000,000 in the Federal Reserve 
banks of this country. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. If this bill does not permit what I 
have just inquired about I wish someone on the committee 
would explain to the House what it means where it says 
that the 90-day commercial-transaction paper can be used. 
I have been informed authoritatively by the Federal Re
serve banking officials that it does permit the use of the 
Federal Reserve banking machinery for the purpose of 
financing these transactions. 

I wish to ask the chairman another question. Does this 
bill permit citizens of the United States to ship these goods 
or does this bill prevent the citizens of the United States 
who manufacture the goods from shipping them, but at the 
same time permits aliens to come into this country and pur
chase these goods and make the shipments? 

11.11'. BLOOM. Whatever is purchased in this country, be
fore it leaves any port in the United States, the title must be 
transferred. All title and interest must be transferred before 
they are permitted to go from any port in the United States. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. That was my understanding of the bill. 
So as I further understand the bill, an alien could come to 
my factory where I desire to employ people and produce 
goods and sell them, and through his power under this bill, 
he can come in and dictate my labor conditions, my labor 
relations, otherwise I get no business from that alien in con
nection with the shipment of these goods. It seems we are 
setting up a perfect control--

Mr. BLOOM. How does that statement apply to any part 
of this blll? I do not see where the gentleman gets that. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, anyone who carefully 
reads the bill . must come to the conclusion only aliens can 
take title to goods to be shipped. They can finance, build, 
and · operate plants, dictate labor policies, blackmail, sweat 
down, and coerce the American owners and operators of 
American industry. American industry, to the extent it sells 
goods for export, must do so under the terms of the alit:-.n 
who places the order and puts up the cash and ships the 
goods. Such a proposal is impossible and we should reject it. 

The CHAffiMAN. All time has expired on the pending 
amendment. 

The question is on the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. BELLJ. 

The question was taken and the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. IZAC. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
The CHAffiMAN. The . gentleman will state it. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I do not recall that we 

voted on the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. KELLERJ. The gentleman did not withdraw it? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota is cor
rect. The question is on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAffiMAN. The question now recurs on the amend-

ment offered by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BELL]. 
The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. IZAC. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. lzAc: Page 2, after line 15, insert a 

new section, as follows: 
"Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation under 

the authority of section 1, it shall thereafter be unlawful, until 
such proclamation is revoked, to export or ship from, or take out 
of the United States, or attempt to export or ship from or take out 
of the United States, any goods, wares, merchandise, munitions, 
materials, or supplies of any kind or character which there is 
reason to believe will, if exported, be used, directly or indirectly, 1n 
violation of the sovereignty, or the independence, or the territorial 
or administrat ive integrity of any nation whose sovereignty, inde
pendence, and territorial and administrative integrity the United 
States is obligated by treaty to respect." 

Mr. SHAI\TLEY. Mr. Chairman, I wish to make a point 
against the amendment, but if the gentleman wishes to 
proceed, I will reserve it. 

Mr. IZAC. Yes; I will ask the gentleman to reserve his 
point of order, although I do not concede that a point of order 
lies against the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN . . The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
SHANLEY] reserves a point of order against the amendment. 

Mr. IZAC. My friends, there you have the other extreme. 
If you insist on the amendment that you have just passed 
placing an embargo on arms and munitions, why not be 
consistent and go the whole way? You remember that the 
whole western coast of France was lined with the automo
biles of Ford and Dodge during the World War when we 
got into it. They did not need, as I said this afternoon, 
our 3-inch guns and 3-inch shells, but they did need our 
automobiles. 

Now, you are providing under the amendment you have 
adopted, a prohibition against the export of the things they 
do not need. Why not go along with me and prohibit the 
export to those nations-those aggressor nations, if you 
please-that need the oil and the automobiles and the copper 
and the other implements of war that are to be manu
factured into munitions of war when they get across the sea? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. IZAC. I yield. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I think the amendment of

fered by the gentleman is worthy of consideration, but I do 
not think it belongs in this joint resolution. I do not think 
it is germane to the resolution, and I believe if the gentle
man from Caltfornia now speaking and the gentleman from 
New Jersey and others who have spoken on the subject 
would ask the Foreign Affairs Committee of the House, the 
committee would be pleased to take that up and have com
plete hearings on it. I think it would be ill-advised for us 
to consider the matter now when we have not had hearings 
upon it and do not know what the effect may be as con
cerned our relations with other countries. 

Mr. IZAC. I yield to the gentleman from New Jersey. 
Mr. EATON of New Jersey. I would like to ask the chair

man of the Committee on Foreign Affairs-we have heard 
from the ranking member-! would like to ask the chairman 
if he will agree to··consider this proposition in the form of a 
bill as soon as this neutrality thing is out of the way? 

Mr. BLOOM. I will say that I have already stated to the 
committee that we would be very glad to take up the reso
lution at any time and consider it as soon as we get this 
legislation out of the way. I will make that promise. 

Mr. IZAC. I do not want to take up the time of the Com
mittee, but I think this is a question that should be gone into 
very thoroughly, because if you are going to . be consistent 
about this thing you must embargo the very things that 
go into munitions. One aggressor nation today is importing 
from the United States at the rate of $200,000,000 a year 
and less than $1,000,000 is for munitions of war. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. The gentleman realizes the 
necessity for consideration of this matter by the Committee 
rather than in this bill? 

Mr. IZAC. I admit it would be probably better to go into 
this question thoroughly, and as long as the gentleman as
sures us that he will go into it, I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw the amendment. 

Mr. THORKELSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. IZAC. I yield to the gentleman from Montana. 
Mr. THORKELSON. The gentleman realizes that all 

bonds held by foreign nations and commodity money held by 
foreign nations are payable in gold to those nations, and 
that the money will be used for buying war material in the 
United States? 

Mr. IZAC. Our committee had before us the experts from 
the Treasury Department who stated that in their opinion, 
of the seven or eight billion dollars in securities, domestic 
securities held abroad, a very small percentage of that could 
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be turned into liquid assets when a nation went to war and 
tried to cash them. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment of

fered by the gentleman from California [Mr. IzAc] is with
drawn. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TRAVEL ON VESSELS OF FOREIGN STATES 

SEc. 2. (a) Whenever t he President shall have issued a proclama
tion u n der the aut hority of section 1 (a) , it shall thereaft er be 
unlawful for any citizen of the United States to travel on any ves
sel of the state or states named in such proclamation, except in 
accordance wit h such rules and regulations as the President shall 
prescribe. 

(b) Whenever the President shall have revoked any proclamation 
issued under the authority of section 1 (a), the provisions of this 
section and of any regulations issued by the President hereunder 
shall thereupon cease to apply with respect to the state or states 
named in such proclamation, except with respect to offenses com
mitted prior to such revocation. 

With the following committee amendment: 
Page 2, line 16, strike out the word "foreign" and insert the 

word "belligerent." 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, there are other committee 

amendments to section 2 which are at the desk. . 
The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will report the amendments 

offered by the committee. 
· The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amend:gJ.ent offered by Mr. BLooM: On page 2, in 
line 18, strike out the words "it shall" and insert the word "no." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee 
amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 
. The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment offered by Mr. BLOOM: On page 2, line 
19, strike out the words "thereafter .be unlawful for any" and the 
last word "to" and insert after the words "Unit ed States" the word 
"shall." 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment offered by Mr. BLOOM: On page 2, in line 

20, after the word "travel", insert "except at his own risk." 

The committee amendment was agree·d to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment offered by Mr. BLooM: On page 2, in line 

21, st rike out the word "except" and insert the word "unless." 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: · · -
Amendment offered by Mr. CooLEY: On page 3, after section 2, 

'insert the following new section: 
"TRAVEL ON AMERICAN OR OTHER NEUTRAL VESSELS 

"SEc. 3. (a) Whenever the President shall have issued a procla
mation under the authority of section 1 (a) it shall be there-

• after unlawful, except in accordance with such rules and regu
lations as the President shall prescribe, for citizens of the United 
States to travel as passengers on any American or other neutral 
vessel carrying arms, ammunition, or implements of war to an~ 
state or states named in such proclamation. · 

. "(b) Whenever. t he President shall have revoked any proqlama
tion issued under the authority of section 1 (a) the provisions 
of this section and of any regulations issued by the President 
hereunder, shall thereupon cease to apply with respect to the state 
or states named in such proclamation, except with respect to 
offenses commit_ted prior to such revocatio~." 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I reserve all points of order. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 

proceed for 5 additional minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from North Dakota? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the proper consideration 

of this bill requires that we should lift ourselves above the 
passions and prejudices of partisan politics. As Americans 
we should not permit blinding partialities or narrow preju
dices to prevent our seeing and understanding the full 

import of that which we are about to do. We are at this 
moment engaged in important business. No business which 
has come before this Congress may so vitally affect the 
welfare, the happiness, and the ultimate destiny of our 
people as the business which now engages the attention of 
this House. 

Upon the proper solution of the problem of neutrality may 
well depend the ultimate success, the survival, and the 
supremacy of the Government to which we are all devoted. 
The problem challenges our intelligence and the very finest 
virtues of our patriotism. It is a problem, however, which 
we may not be able to satisfactorily solve, but to be sure 
it is one which is worthy of our deep interest and our most 
careful -consideration. 

You know and I know that neither a policy nor a law nor 
a treaty will assure neutrality or guarantee peace. When 
war comes and we are faced with actualities, platitudes and 
pious pronouncements will not prevent bloodshed. Yet we 
should make every constructive and conscientious e1Iort to 
aid the grand cause to which our attention is at the present 
time devoted. · 

-I have heard this debate patiently; I have considered the 
questions involved diligently; I hope that it may be given 
to me to decide them wisely. I confess that I have been 
profoundly impressed with the very intelligent, sincere, 
logical, and persuasive arguments which have been made in 
behalf of the pending measure. 

The argument against rigidity and in favor of flexibility in 
neutrality legislation has appealed to me very strongly. I am 
convinced that our laws should permit freedom of action in 
times of emergencies-freedom of action which will enable 
us to meet apd to cope with -complicated world situations as 
they may from time to time arise. I realize that there is a 
possibility that our Nation may at sometime in the future be 
embarrassed by rigid legislative enactment and that our Na
tion may, because of some ill-considered law, be prevented 
from making magnificent contributions to the cause of world 
peace. 

I know that the American people love and want peace. I 
know that those whom I have the honor to represent hate war 
and love peace, and as a Member of Congress I am anxious 
to make some contribution, even if by just a vote, to the great 
cause. But is this bill in its present for:;n a legislative con
tribution to the cause of peace? You know and I know that 
the best that we may say for it is that it is but a feeble effort. 
Yet as American statesmen, as Members of tlus law-making 
body, we should make every conscientious and constructive 
.effort to aid the grand cause which is now receiving our at
tention. Therefore, if we are to pass another so-called neu
-trality_ bill we should do our dead level best to perfect it 
before passage. We should be careful not to do violence to 
the ancient ethics of civilization to which this Nation was 
dedicated long ago. We should guard against the possibility 
of aiding the strong in aggressive exploits of the weak. 

Likewise we should never again offend oc outrage our 
traditional polic:y of minding our own business and not 
interfering in the affairs of other nations. When in the 
practice of the arts of peace we permit ourselves to be led 
from the policy of noninterference we will soon find our 
·fond hope of noninvolvent blown to pieces and our Nation 
again being led into a foreign conflict and on to a foreign 
field of carnage. Our foreign policy must be a dual policy of 
nonintervention as well as noninvolvent. In this bill both 
questions are involved. Even if we abandoned all neutrality 
legislation and returned for our protection to the ancient 
and traditional concepts of international law, still we would 
not have a guaranty of peace. 

After all is said and done the consummation of our ardent 
hopes and desires for world peace will ultimately and finally 
depend, not upon professions in behalf of peace; invocations 
against the follies of war; nor upon some policy, law, or 
treaty, but upon the enlightened judgment of the American 
people. Public opinion is still king in America; it is today 
the most powerful force in the life of this great democracy. 
Unless the dynamic power of public opinion supports and 
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approves what we do here today or hereafter our laws 
will be as a sounding brass and a tinkling cymbal, signify
ing nothing. No law which we may enact can be regarded 
as an infallible Palladium of peace. 

As laws cannot control public opinion, neither will laws 
repel the belligerent spirit, the reckless and rapacious tide of 
Violence which is rushing on from one vortex to another in 
the unhappy world in which we live today. As we contem
plate the future and speculate upon our place in the world 
of tomorrow we must realize that our real power lies not 
in the extent of our domain, nor the wealth of our resources 
but in the intelligent integrity and spiritual fortitude of our . 
patriotic people. The character of our people is our best 
fortress, a fortress which will fall neither under the first nor 
the last assault. So any law which we may enact must ap
peal to and be approved by the fine sensibilities which are 
inherent in the lives of our people. The drama which is 
being enacted in the troubled and distracted world in which 
we live is a challenge to us to approach the performance of 
our duties and the solutions of the problems of our great 
Nation with a high degree of circumspection and caution. 

Let there be no misunderstanding about the bill under con
sideration. It repeals outright the embargo on arms, arma
ments, ammunitions, and implements of war. It again legal
izes that which today is regarded as a nefarious business, the 
trading and trafficking in instruments of destruction and 
death. The bill under consideration is not a "cash-and
carry bill." It is ostensibly, but not actually, even a "cash 
bill." It does not require the cash payment for but only the 
divesting of all right, title, and interest of American citizens 
in and to the cargo destined for ports of belligerent States. 
While it is not a "cash-and-carry bill" the feature which re
qu.1.res that all American citizens surrender all of their right, 
title, or interest in and to cargoes destined for ports of bel
ligerent states, appeals to me as a very worth-while provision 
and I believe it will meet with the approval of the American 
people. 

I am impressed with and believe that public opinion will 
support and sustain the provision of this bill which permits 
American citizens to travel on vessels of belligerent states 
only at their own risk, but I do not believe that either Con
gress should approve or that American public opinion will 
support or sustain legislation which makes possible the re
enactment of the tragedy which wrung our heart when the 
Lusitania was sent to the bottom of the sea and its precious 
cargo to watery graves. On the other hand, public opinion 
will support and sustain us in all of our efforts to avoid inci
dents which are calculated to involve us in war. 

BelieVing as I do that the American people will support and 
approve legislation that will tend to prevent such incidents, 
I offer an amendment a copy of which I have furnished to 
the committee. I understand that section 3 of the present 
bill is to be deleted and my amendment will be a substitute for 
the present section 3 and will read as follows: 

SEC. 3. (a) Whenever the President shall have issued a proclama
tion under the authority of section 1 (a), it shall be thereafter 
unlawful, except in accordance with such rules and regulations as 
the President . shall prescribe, for citizens of the United States to 
travel as passengers on any American or other neutral vessel carry
ing arms, ammunition, or implements of war to any state or states 
named in such proclamation. 

(b) Whenever the President shall have revoked any proclamation 
issued under the authority of section 1 (a), the provisions of this 
section and of any regulations issued by the President hereunder 
shall thereupon cease to apply With respect to the state or states 
named in such proclamation, except with respect to offenses com
mitted prior to such revocation. 

Without some such proVision as proposed by my amend- · 
ment this bill will permit arms, ammunitions, and implements 

· of war to be carried not only in vessels of belligerent states, 
not only in our own general cargo vessels, not only in our 
merchant-marine ships which are engaged strictly in foreign 
commerce, but the b~ll will actually permit the shipment of 
cargoes of arms, ammunitions, and implements of war in the 
bottoms of American passenger ships. This is the feature of 
the bill to which I most strenuously object. There just is 
not any reason on earth why this great and wealthy nation 

should make itself a savage and a monster in its fight for 
world commerce by permitting the bottoms of American pas
senger ships to be filled with arms, ammunitions, and imple
ments of war when we know that the upper decks will be 
freighted with a ·cargo of human lives-innocent men, women, 
and children who are near and dear to the hearts of other 
American citizens who are left at home. It is brutality of 
the rankest sort to permit innocent American citizens to sleep 
in a false sense of security above kegs of dynamite and other 
instruments of war and destruction as they sail in our pas
senger ships upon the high seas. We shall not permit our 
cupidity or greed to cause us to be willing to attempt to · 
justify such conduct. 

The amendment which I propose will make it unlawful 
for citizens of the United States to travel as passengers 
on any American or other neutral vessel carrying arms, 
ammunitions, or implements of war to any state or states 
named in the proclamation issued under the authority of 
section 1 of this bill. 

I do not believe that the American people will become 
greatly alarmed over the destruction of a cargo of arms 
and ammunitions of war, certainly not when the title to 
the cargo must, under this bill, pass to governments or 
citizens of other countries before leaving our ports. Neither 
am I willing to believe that the American people will be 
greatly alarmed or willing to fight because an American 
ship loaded 'with a cargo of contraband war materials has 
been sent to the bottom of the sea. The loss of a cargo or 
of a boat is but a property loss. If an American ship en
gaged in foreign commerce with a belligerent state is sent 
to the bottom of the sea because it is carrying contraband 
materials it is, of course, reasonable to assume that some 
American sailors will lose their lives, but the loss will be 
one which is the result of a risk incident to their employ
ment. They will at least be conscious of the fact that they 
are trafficking in instruments of destruction and sleeping 
in beds of death as they ride the waves across the sea. We 
may regret the loss of an American ship or sailor but· we 
will abhor the destruction and the loss of a shipload of 
innocent American passengers. 

I do believe that if we permit arms, ammunitions, and im
plements of war to be transpocted upon passenger boats 
American citizens will feel that they have been outraged, 
and in the event one of these passenger boats, laden with a 
cargo of contraband goods and likewise laden above the main 
deck with a human cargo of precious lives, is submarined 
and sent to the bottom of the sea the minds of our people 
will become inflamed and the incident is likely to lead us into 
conflicts with other nations. 

It does not make any difference what part of our foreign 
commerce is carried on in the bottom of American passenger 
boats, certainly we can afford to use our passenger boats 
for passengers and cargoes other than cargoes of outlawed 
materials. If we want to fight for our foreign commerce at 
least we should be frank and fair with American citizens who 
desire to travel on our ships and we should not permit the 
mixing of human cargoes with other freight which has been 
outlawed. · 

While I am not so greatly concerned about the incon
venience or loss to American commerce on account of the 
amendment which I offer, I have obtained from the De
partment of Commerce information which some Members of 
the House may wish to consider. I am advised that on 
March 31, 1939, there were 160 general cargo vessels, a total 
capacity of 897,000 gross tons, engaged in foreign commerce, 
and that while some of these 160 ships do not carry any 
passengers at all, most of them carry a few passengers. I 
am advised that none of these 160 ships are authorized to 
carry more than 12 passepgers. Certainly we could afford 
to forego the privilege of transporting 12 passengers on each 
of these ships. 

I am advised that on March 31, 1939, there were 68 Amer
ican vessels engaged in foreign trade which carry both pas
sengers and cargoes. What my amendment proposes to do 
is to separate these 228 ships into two categories. The G8 
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ships would onl'y be permitted to carry passengers and legal 
cargoes, while the bottoms of the other 160 ships would be 
free for commerce of all kinds. 

Upon the adoption of my amendment th~ world would be 
on notice that our passenger ships were not engaged in the 
unholy business of transporting instruments of death. Un
less my amendment is adopted, and if we go on and permit 
our citizens to ride on top of cargoes of destruction, it does 
not seem possible that we will be able to keep this Nation 
out of war. I therefore hope that the amendment may be 
seriously considered by the Members of this House, and that 
it may be adopted. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Is the gentleman's amend

ment offered to section 2 or section 3? 
Mr. COOLEY. The effect of the amendment is to insert 

a new section following section 2. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. It is not directed to sec

tion 2? 
Mr. COOLEY. It does not change section 2. Section 2 of 

the bill provides that American citizens traveling upon ships 
of belligerents do so at their own risk. What I want to pro
vide is that it shall be unlawful for any American citizen to 
ride upon any American vessel that carries dynaJitite o:r other 
implements of war in its bottom. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Would not the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ohio, if adopted in the House, 
accomplish the same purpose? 

Mr. COOLEY. But the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Ohio may be eliminated from the bill. That does 
not excuse us on this occasion for failure to declare ourselves 
on the principle involved and to take away the right of 
·American citizens to ride upon ships carrying implements 
of war, and thus prevent another tragic incident such as 
the Lusitania. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. BLOOM. As I understand the amendment the gentle

man has offered, he would make it unlawful for a citizen 
of the United States to do 't!hat? 

Mr. COOLEY. Exactly. 
Mr. BLOOM. That is just the objection that was raised 

to the original section 2 of the pending bill when we tried 
to make it unlawful to do that very thing. 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not know what pressure was brought 
to bear upon the gentleman to cause him to yield up the 
word "unlawful" and substitute the language that was put 
in this section. I think we must make it unlawful for an 
American to travel upon an American vessel carrying such 
contraband materials; otherwise they would not be traveling 
at their own risk but would be traveling at the risk of the 
Federal Government with the Army and the Navy to protect 
them. 

Mr. BLOOM. A certain number of Members thought it 
was rather harsh and severe to make it a crime or make it 
unlawful for a person to travel on any of these ships. The 
idea of changing it to traveling at their own risk was to do 
away with making it a crime for them to travel on these 
ships. That is the whole thought. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. For a brief question. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Is it not a fact that the 

Lusitania was loaded down with armaments of war and if 
it had been unlawful for people to have traveled on the 
Lusitania under those circumstances it might have presented 
our entrance into the World War? 

Mr. COOLEY. I think the gentleman is correct. 
Mr. TINKHAM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman from Massachu

setts. 
Mr. TINKHAM. As I read section 9, it forbids any Ameri

can vessel to be armed or to carry any armament, arms, or 
ammunition or implements of war. 

Mr. COOLEY. The reason I am offering this amend
ment is because, as I understand it, the c-ommittee will ask 
that section 9 be deleted from the bill. 

Mr. TINKHAM. They are going to attempt that. 
Mr. BLOOM. Section 9 is not in the bill. That will be 

offered as an amendment. 
Mr. COOLEY. Section 9 will not be in there? 
Mr. BLOOM·. Section 9 is not in the bill. 
Mr. COOLEY. Do I understand from the acting chairman 

of the Committee on Foreign Affairs that he would be willing 
to accept an amendment if the language was changed from 
"unlawful" to read that a passenger would be permitted to 
travel at his own risk? 

Mr. BLOOM. I do not think there would be any objection 
to that. 

Mr. COOLEY. Why should there be any objection to mak
ing it unlawful? Does not the gentleman think it would be 
one of the greatest crimes on this earth to again permit 
American citizens-men, women, and children-to be upon 
the upper decks of a boat, having no knowledge of what the 
boat may be loaded with, and permitting those men, women, 
and children to go out on the high seas and to be blown to 
pieces in their beds through a false sense of security? 

Mr. BLOOM. The committee has been all through that. 
I do not object to it, but the idea is that a great many 
members of the committee thought it was rather harsh and 
severe to make it a crime for a person to travel, if he had 
to travel, on these ships. We changed it. The committee 
decided to amend it and we did so just .now by having it 
provide that they travel at their own risk. 

Mr. COOLEY. You do not have one word in this reso
lution, and you know it, you do not have one syllable in this 
resolution that will protect the lives of American citizens 
traveling on American vessels or vessels of other neutrals; 
but you have a provision in there with reference to their 
traveling upon vessels of belligerent states. I think it 
would be one of the greatest crimes of this century to 
again permit that which happened on the night that the 
Lusitania was sunk. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

to proceed for 3 additional minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY]? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have no pride of author

ship in this. I am sincere in my desire to see a provision 
written into this bill which might prevent an incident calcu
lated to lead this Nation into war. Secretary Hull said in this 
report filed with the committee: 

Our involvement in controversies is more likely to arise from 
destruction of American lives. 

We can do all the committee wants to do; we can turn over 
160 merchant-marine boats to ship all the arms they want to 
·ship; but I say these 68 passenger boats should carry nothing 
but passengers and legal cargo. 

Mr. KELLER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 
Mr. KELLER. Would it not be the better plan to make 

the vessels responsible and prevent their accepting pas
sengers? 
Mr~ COOLEY. If so, that could be done in conference. 
Mr. VOORHIS of California. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
Mr. VOORHIS of California. Do I understand that the 

gentleman's amendment is limited only to American ships? 
Mr. COOLEY. No; the American ships or ships -of other 

neutral nations. 
Mr. VOORHIS of California. I wanted to make that clear. 
Mr. GEYER of California. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
Mr. GEYER of California. Does the gentleman have any 

provision in there to also protect our seamen? 
Mr. COOLEY. No. I had that thought in mind, but I felt 

if we should lose a ship or if a sailor loses his life. he does so 
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as the result of risk which is incident to his employment. He 
goes to bed at night knowing that the boat is loaded with 
dynamite and munitions of war; but what right have we to 
let them decorate the upper decks of these ships with men, 
women, and children when below they are carrying ammuni
tion and implements of war? 

Mr. GEYER of California. The seaman is there because 
he must go. The passenger is usually going on pleasure. I 
am wondering if we could not word this to protect the seaman. 

Mr. COOLEY. I certainly hope the Committee will vote 
for this amendment. 

Mr. GEYER of California. I am for the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not see how there can be any objec
tion. All the members of the Committee have had an oppor
tunity to consider it, and they should not vote against it 
because they do not like the word "unlawful." I hope when 
the vote is taken the amendment will be adopted. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 

amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I had not intended to take the fioor during 

the discussion of this bill because the able members of this 
Committee on both sides have given us a very fine debate. I 
was deeply grieved and utterly amazed, however, when this 
Committee a while ago adopted the so-called Vorys amend
ment. I cannot believe that on second thought and on a 
separate vote the House of Representatives will concur in 
that amendment. 

The immediate reason for my rising is to speak on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from North Carolina. 
The gentleman's amendment would penalize an innocent 
American citizen for stepping upon an American ship carry
ing arms, ammunition, or implements of war, although he 
may not have known what the ship was carrying. 

It seems to me, with all respect to the very able gentleman 
from North Carolina-and I mean what I say when I say 
he is able-that he does not realize the import of the amend
ment he asks this Committee to adopt this evening, in that 
it would have the effect of making it unlawful for me or 
for you or for any other American citizen to step upon a 
vessel carrying war materials, when we would not know 
whether it carried war materials or not. Frankly, I do not 
believe, even though the Committee went so far on the 
Vorys amendment, that it will go so far as to adopt this 
amendment. [Applause.] 

Mr. COOLEY. If the gentleman will yield, I am perfectly 
willing to accept the suggestion of the Chairman of the 
Committee and to provide in my amendment that American 
citizens shall travel on these boats at their own risk. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY]. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. CooLEY) there were-ayes 32, noes 136. 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

AREAS OF COMBAT OPERATIONS 

SEc. 3. (a} Whenever the President shall have issued a procla
mation under the authority of section 1 (a), and he shall there
after find that the protection of citizens of the United States so 
requires, he shall issue a proclamation, whereupon it shall be un
lawful, except under such limitations and exceptions as the Presi
dent may prescribe, for citizens of the United States or vessels 
fiying the flag of the United States to proceed through any areas 
defined from time to time by the President to be areas of combat 
operations and so specified in his proclamation. 

(b) The President may from time to time modify or extend his 
proclamation, and when the conditions which have caused him 
to issue his proclamation have ceased to exist he shall revoke the 
same and the provisions of this section shall thereupon cease to 
apply. 

With the following committee amendment: 
On page 3, line 11, strike out the words "and exceptions" and 

insert "not inconsistent with the purposes of this joint resolution." 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BLoo:u:: Beginning on page 3, line 5, 

strike out all of section 3. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS AND TRANSFER OF TITLE 

SEc. 4 (a) Whenever the President shall have issued a proclama,.. 
tion under the authority of section 1 (a), it shall thereafter be un.:. 
lawful for any person within the United States to purchase, sell, 
or exchange bonds, securities, or other obligations of the govern
ment of any state named in such proclamation, or of any political 
subdivision of any such state, or of any person acting for or on 
behalf of the government of any such state, issued after the date 
of such proclamation, or to make any loan or extend any credit to 
any such government, political subdivision, or person: Provided, 
That if the President shall find that such action will serve to 
protect the commercial or other interests of the United States or 
its citizens, he may, in his discretion, and to such extent and under 
such regulat ions as he may prescribe, except from the operation 
of this section ordinary commercial credits and short-time obli
gations in aid of legal transactions and of a character customarily 
used in normal peacetime commercial transaction. 

(b) The provisions of this section shall not apply to a renewal 
or adjustment of such indebtedness as may exist on the date of 
the President's proclamation. 

(c) Whoever shall violate the provisions of subsection (a) of 
this section or of any regulations issued thereunder shall, upon 
conviction thereof, be fined not ~ore than $50,000 or imprisoned 
for not more than 5 years, or both. Should the violation be by a 
corporation, organization, or association, each officer or agent 
thereof participating in the violation may be liable to the penalty 
herein prescribed. 

(d) Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation 
under the authority of section 1 (a} it shall thereafter be unlaw
ful, except in accordance with such rules and regulations as the 
President shall prescribe, to export or transport, or attempt to 
export or transport, or cause to be exported or transported, from 
the United States directly or indirectly to any state named in the 
proclamation, any articles or materials until all right, title, and 
interest therein shall have been transferred to some foreign gov
ernment, agency, institution, association, partnership, corporation, 
or national. The shipper of such articles or materials shall be 
required to file with the collector of the port from which they are 
to be exported a declaration under oath that there exists in cit
izens of the United States no right, title, or interest in such 
articles or materials, and to comply with such rules and regula
tions as shall be promulgated from time to time by the President. 
Any such declaration so filed shall be a conclusive estoppel 
against any claim of any citizen of the United States of right, 
title, or interest in such articles or materials. Insurance written 
by underwriters on such articles or materials shall not be deemed 
an American interest therein, and no insurance policy issued on 
such articles or materials, and no loss incurred thereunder, shall 
be made the basis of any claim put forward by the Government of 
the United States. The provisions of this subsection shall not 
apply to trade on or over lands, lakes, rivers, and inland waters 
bordering on the United States. 

( e} Whenever the President shall have revoked any proclama
tion issued under the authority of section 1 (a), the provisions of 
this section and of any regulations issued by the President here
under shall thereupon cease to apply with respect to the state or 
states named in such proclamation, except with respect to offenses 
committed prior to such revocation. 

With the following committee amendment: 
Page 4, line i5, after the word "transaction", insert a semicolon 

and the following: "the President shall make public every 90 
days any and all exceptions granted under this_ proviso, together 
with the amounts of credits involved." 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I offer a committee amend

ment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment offered by Mr. BLooM: Page 4, line 12, 

after the word "section", insert "for a period of not more than 
90 days wit~out renewals." 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: . 
Amendment offered by Mr. HINsHAw: On page 4, line 8, after 

the word "person", strike out the semicolon and the balance of 
section 4 (a} and insert a period. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, this proviso is what I 
would call the "Uncle Shylock" proviso of this bill-the "Uncle 
Shylock" proviso because just preceding this the bill states: 

Or of any person acting for or on behalf of the government of any 
such state, issued after the date of such proclamation, or to make 
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any loan or ext~md any credit to any such government, political 
subdivision, or person. 

In other words, we are not going to make them any loans 
unless it is to the benefit of the commercial interests of the 
United States. If you think that is a fair provision and a 
proper one, one that can be looked upon with any spirit of 
equanimity by the people of the United States or a:Qy other 
nation of the world, I will be glad to eat my words. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from California. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
. The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. JoHNSON of Oklahoma: On page 6, 
line 11, insert a new section as follows: 

"It shall be unlawful for any American or neutral vessel to 
accept passengers which carries arms and ammunitions." 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order 
against the amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I trust that 
in spite of the confusion on the floor that Members have 
heard the proposed new section offered by me and now 
pending for consideration. The amendment is short, plain, 
and speaks for itself. It simply states that it shall be unlaw
·ful for any vessel, whether neutral or American, to accept 
passengers when that vessel is loaded with ammunition or 
armaments of war. As was pointed out here just a few 
moments ago, it is well known that the Lusitania was loaded 
down with armaments of war when it was torpedoed. Even 
before the Lusitania sailed, the State Department had 
information that it carried armaments and munitions. Not 
only had the State Department this information, but it had 
also been advised that there was every probability that the 
vessel would be torpedoed; yet passengers were permitted 
to be loaded on that death trap and taken to a watery grave. 
.I speak deliberately and weigh my words when I say to you 
that had Congress passed the simple amendment I have here 
offered, and same had become the law at that time, it might 
have prevented the most cruel and devastating war the 
world has ever witnessed. Certainly there can be no harm 
done by accepting this amendment. 

This amendment does not propose to place the burden 
upon the passenger, who might unsuspectingly board a 
vessel loaded with arms, as did the amendment that was 
offered just a few moments ago by the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY], but it does put the burden 
upon the shipowner, where it rightfully belongs. [Ap
plause.] Should this plain, simple amendment be enacted, 
there will be no question as to its exact meaning. It will not 
take an international lawyer to interpret what it means. 
Its practical effect would undoubtedly be that American or 
neutral vessels would not accept munitions of war if they 
actually carried passengers, nor would passengers be per
mitted to ride on ships carrying armaments and munitions. 
;r submit that it is a fair, sane, and reasonable amendment 
and if adopted might prevent another world conflict. 
[Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. JoHNSON of Oklahoma) there were-ayes 62, noes 116. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: · 
Amendment offered by Mr. HINSHAW: Page 6, line 2, after the 

period, strike out the balance of line 2 and all of lines 3 and 4. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, if I may hi:we the atten
tion of the acting chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, the gentleman from New York [Mr. BLOOM], I would 
like to inquire if he heard the amendment read. 

Mr. BLOOM. I am very sorry, but I did not hear the 
amendment. 

Mr. HINSHAW. The amendment seeks to strike out the 
last sentence in paragraph (d) of this section in lines 2, 3, 
and 4, of page 6. 

Mr. BLOOM. The language is, "The provisions of this 
subsection shall not apply to trade on or over lands, lakes, 
rivers, and inland waters bordering on the United States." 

Mr. HINSHAW. That is correct and I have offered this 
amendment striking out that language and I want to ask a · 
question. I can hardly believe it possible that I may be right 
in reading this language. On page 5, in the beginning of 
section (d), it says: 

It shall thereafter be unlawful, except in accordance with such 
rules and regulations as the President shall prescribe, to export or 
transport, or attempt to export or transport, or cause to be ex
ported or transported, from the United States, etc., any articles 
or materials until all right, title, and interest therein shall ha-ve 
been transferred to some foreign government--

And so forth. However, on page 6 it is stated that this 
subsection "shall not apply to trade on or over lands, lakes, 
rivers, and inland waters bordering on the United States." 

As I read that, it would mean that the provisions of the 
subsection would not apply if anyone wanted to export to 
foreign countries by way of, say, Mexico or Canada. Is 
that correct? . 

Mr. BLOOM. No; just going into those neighboring or 
bordering countries, and that is as far as it goes. 

Mr. HINSHAW. But it has the words there "on or over 
lands, lakes, rivers, and inland waters bordering on the 
United States." 

Mr. BLOOM. That would mean going into Mexico or 
Canada or any bordering States on any inland waterway. 

Mr. HINSHAW. But it could be exported from there. 
Mr. BLOOM. That would be impossible. How could we 

export from there? 
Mr. HINSHAW. Suppose that Great Britain goes into 

war with some other -nation; Canada being a part of Great 
Britain, under such circumstances the first part of section 
(d) does not apply. 

Mr. BLOOM. We have no interest in it after it leaves 
this country and goes into a bordering country. How could 
we really export from those countries? We are through with 
it as soon as it leaves here. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Why should it be any more unlawful to 
ship by sea than to ship through Canada? In fact, as I see 
~t. we could ship from Chicago or Buffalo via the St. Law
rence and the provisions of this subsection would not apply. 

Mr. BLOOM. That is just a matter of different ideas. 
Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

to withdraw the amendment in view of the fact that the 
Committee does not seem disposed to consider amendments 
at this Iate hour. 

The CHAIRMAN. is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment 

which is at the Clerk's desk. 
· The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CRAWFORD: On page 3, beginning in 
line 23, strike out all of section 4. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I offered this amend
ment in order to get an opportUnity to make some inquiries 
with reference to the bill . 
. As I understand this bill, referring particularly to the 
amendment just offered by the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HINSHAW], I wish to ask the Chairman of the Committee 
if a manufacturer producing goods in Rockford, lll., can 
place his goods on a ship going down the Mississippi River 
and land those goods at New Orleans and not be guilty of 
attempting to transport or export goods under the operation 
of this bill? 

Mr. BLOOM. I do not believe there is any doubt about 
that. Does the gentleman think there would be? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. No. I am trying to get some specific 
information for manufacturers. In other words, the manu
facturers of this country will probably have to operate under 
this bill within. a short time, if the Congress enacts it into 
law. We have had a great deal of discussion here, but very 
little dealing with the specific, technical details of the 
bill. That is what our manufacturers will be interested in 
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knowing about, without having to go to an attorney and pay 
three or four thousand dollars in attorneys' fees to have 
the matter explained to them. As I understand the chair
man, a manufacturer will not be operating in violation of 
the provisions of this bill if . he uses these inland waterways 
as a part of the transportation system in moving these goods 
to foreign shores. 

Mr. BLOOM. To foreign shores? 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes. 
Mr. BLOOM. Well, I cannot understand just what the 

gentleman is inquiring about. 
Mr . CRAWFORD. Our manufacturers will use the inland 

waterways for the purpose of shipping goods. Suppose I am a 
manufacturer at Rockford, Ill., and I solicit orders from some
one in Europe under the operation of this law, and I succeed 
in getting the business and the European agent comes to my 
place in Rockford and purchases the goods f. o .. b. shipside 
New York City or ·New Orleans, for instance, and I put those 
goods on the inland waterways and ship them by water to 
shipside, will I be violating the provisions of this act? 

Mr. BLOOM. No. You would not be violating the pro
visions of this act as long as you comply with all the rules 
and regulations--

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is not my question. I am ask
ing a specific question. 

Mr. BLOOM. If you will permit me to answer it, the title 
to all these goods is transferred to some other than a citizen 
of the United States. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. But suppose the transfer does not oc
cur until the goods reach shipside at New Orleans, for 
instance? 

Mr. BLOOM. Well, it _could not leave any port of the 
United States until it is transferred. Now, if your agree
ment with this buyer is that the goods shall be transferred 
at the port of New Orleans or New York or some other place, 
that is the agreement that you make with them, and they 
cannot go on until the title is transferred; so that up to 
that time you have possession of the goods. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Now, that answers the question. The 
language of the bill says that no one shall attempt to ex
port or transport or cause to be exported or transported. 
Will my soliciting this business cause me to become involved 
in the clutches of the law in an attempt to export or trans
port or cause to export or transvort? 
· Mr. BLOOM. I am not a lawyer, but until your contract 

is finally terminated, until you have lived up to your end 
·and the purchaser lives up to his end, you have not at
tempted to do anything. It says these goods shall be trans
ferred before leaving any port within the United States to 
be exported to a foreign country. Now, you have a right to 
wait until that time. You cannot do anything else until 
they do get to the port. There is no question about that. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Let me ask this question: Does this 
bill not place the American manufacturer in a position 
where he must necessarily do business through a national 
of some other country, or say an alien agent? Is that not 
the situation the American manufacturer finds himself in? 

Mr. BLOOM. No; not at all. He could do business with 
anyone he sees fit to do business with, but when the goods 
are ready to be sent away from any port in the United 
States, then the transfer ·of title must operate then and 
there. It.is the transfer of title. That is the only thing that 
is necessary here. It must be transferred. No right, title, or 
interest shall be in the name of any citizen of the United 
States. 
· Mr. CRAWFORD. What kind of payment will constitute 
the transfer of title? 

Mr. BLOOM. That is up to you. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. That is up to the manufacturer? 
Mr. BLOOM. That is up to the manufacturer. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. In other words, he can accept a 6 

months' note or a year's note or a 90-day note? 
Mr. BLOOM. You cannot go beyond the 90 days. There 

are no notes to be extended beyond that time, but the idea 
LXX..~V--526 

is this: When you say "transfer of title," whether you pay 
all for it or what you pay, the United States Government 
cannot follow in, but we must be assured or the gentleman 
must be assured that no citizen of the United States has any 
right, title, or interest in those goods, and the title to those 
goods is transferred to some foreign corporation, individual, 
or whatever it may be. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. And this foreign corporation can dis
count its paper and make it eligible for commercial redis
count under our Federal Reserve System, if the banks desire 
to do business with them? 

Mr. BLOOM. This is done in accordance with the rules 
and regulations. As the gentleman knows, these things are 
transferred on 60 or 90 days' credit. Sixty or ninety days' 
credit is given until the goods get to a certain point. That is 
what this calls for, a commercial credit, no l'enewals of any 
kind, and only for 90 days; that is all. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield. 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. May I call the gentleman's 

attention to the fact, however, that a self-serving declara
tion by the shipper that there is no right or title in any 
American citizen will serve to give that shipment clearance 
and also, under the terms of this bill operate as an estoppel 
against the assertion of such claim by any possible seller. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. And that is the case whether the goods 
are paid for or not. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Whether the goods are paid 
for or not, and that is unconstitutional. 

Mr. THORKELSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 
. Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield. 

Mr. THORKELSON. It is possible that American bonds 
and credit may be used to buy these goods. 
. Mr. CRAWFORD.' I understand so. 

Mr. Chairman, although I feel that this bill as it has been 
presented to the House will eventually be voted down, di
rectly or indirectly, I think that as a matter of record we 
should ·speak very frankly about its provisions. As I under
stand the measure, exactly as it has been submitted by the 
committee it will extend to the President powers never 
before delegated or assumed by any one man in all modern 
history. I believe the bill would extend to the President 
what might be termed "supernatural powers"; that it would 
rob Congress of many of its present powers constitutionally 
granted, such as to declare war, because it virtually or -actu
ally does give to the President the power to issue proclama
tions carrying the force and effect of declarations of war
that a state of war exists between nations other thari our 
own-arid the bill . would rob 'the people of this country of 
their protection through constitutional power given to Con
gress to do the war declaring. 

It is reasonable to assume this bill would abrogate treaties 
and take away from the Senate its power to make· and 
enforce them. The discretionary powers granted by this 
bill to the President would virtually destroy the powers of 
States, Governors, legislatures, and the personal rights of the 
people. It would subject industry in this country to a 
licensing system in order to sell goods to our own Govern
ment; it would force our industries to open their books to the 
prying eyes of political appointees; it denies to our people 
the right to appeal to and be heard by our courts and this 
because the courts would be without jurisdiction over the 
appointees of the President. The President could select 
"areas of combat"; throw the force of our financial strength 
and the value of our source of material to selected world 
powers favored by him, and these powers can be exercised 
without the slightest check on the part of the people of this 
country. Such powers I shall not support being given to 
our President. I feel sure the House will not adopt the bill 
as it has been sqbmitted to us. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to withdraw my amendment. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 

the gentleman from Michigan? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LUTHER A. JoHNSON: On page 6, line 

4, insert a new subsection, as follows: 
"(e) Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation 

under authority of section 1 (a), and he shall also find that in 
order to preserve the peace of the United States or to protect the 
lives of citizens of the United States, he shall so proclaim, and 
thereafter except, under such limitations and exceptions, as he may 
prescribe it shall be unlawful thereafter for any American vessel to 
carry such articles or materials to any belligerent states for the use 
of any belligerent state." 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer this 
amendment, not as a committee amendment but on my own 
individual resPQnsibility, and it is done only because of the 
fact that since section 3 has been eliminated there is no 
provision in the bill regulating American vessels in the car
riage of goods. It strikes -me that there ought to be some
thing in the bill by which, under certain circumstances, limi
tations could be placed upon American vessels in shipping 
goods if the danger should become so great that it might 
hazard the peace of the United States or hazard the lives 
of our citizens. 

The language of this amendment is identical with that 
carried in old section 2, which expired April 30, giving this 
authority to the President under certain conditions. This 
is all I care to say. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I yield. 
Mr. KELLER. Has the gentleman looked into the embar

goes that have been placed on our commerce, has he studied 
their effect? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. This would not be an em
bargo or become effective, rather, unless conditions grew so 
grave that the President thought it was necessary to invoke 
some restriction upon our vessels in carrying goods. It 
would not be invoked automatically. It could be invoked 
only if necessity arose that might require it. 

Mr. KELLER. It gives additional power to the President. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. The power has got to be 

lodged somewhere, and that is the proper place to put it. 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

yield,? 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I yield. 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Does the gentleman say that this 

is the precise language of section 2 of the act that was in 
effect up until April 30. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. As well as I could write it. 
I wrote it very hurriedly. I intended to copy that provision 
word for word. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentreman yield? 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I yield. 
Mr. FISH. Would the gentleman accept an amendment 

to the effect that these ships should go at their own risk? 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I think that is not neces

sary. I think that has already been done. This simply 
restricts the shipment of goods for the use of our ships if 
certain conditions should arise to require it. I do not think 
we need to add the words "at their own risk." 

Mr. FISH. I do not quite understand the purpose of the 
gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. This has nothing to do with 
reference to risk. This would give the President the au
thority to prohibit their carrying goods if the conditions 
were such that to do so would endanger our peace. It is not 
with reference to their own risk but with reference to their 
right to carry goods to belligerent nations. 

Mr. FISH. I think we want to make haste a little slowly 
on this amendment. It seems to me this is a very far
reaching amendment and perhaps gives tremendous discre
tionary power to the President actually to control all our 
commerce and pick out aggressor nations and say we will not 
ship our goods to those nations. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. The gentleman is laboring 
under a misapprehension. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I yield. 
Mr. CHIPERFIELD. In the gentleman's opinion does this 

amendment prevent American vessels from carrying arms, 
ammunition, and implements of war to belligerents? Does 
the gentleman think it would have that effect? If the Vorys 
amendment stays in the bill that would never become a 
question. This gives the President authority to prohibit a 
shipment of goods to belligerents in our ships. But if the 
Vorys amendment goes out the effect of the gentleman's 
amendment would be that our American vessels would be 
prohibited from carrying arms, ammunition, and implements 
of war to belligerents? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I think so. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I yield to the gentleman 

from New York. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. Does not the gentleman's amend~ 

ment confer a wider power upon the President than was 
conferred in section 3, which has just been eliminated? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I do not think so. Section 
3 that was eliminated did not restrict itself to ships only 
but it also restricted American citizens traveling upon ou; 
own ships or on the ships of other countries. That section 
authorized the President to select the zones within which 
our ships could be prohibited from going or our citizens 
either upon our own ships or upon the ships of others. Th~ 
is to give the President authority, if conditions grow so grave, 
to prevent our ships from carrying goods to belligerent 
nations, not to other nations. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Is this not the comparative result: 
Under section 3 the President was authorized. to delimit the 
zone of combat operations. He had to mark them out on 
the map of the world, and, having done so, he forbade any 
American ship or citizen going into that zone. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Yes. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. We have taken that out of the bill. 

As I understand the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas, it is this: The President can declare in effect 
all of the seas, tbe whole world, and say that no American 
ship shall take the seas, if he regards it as dangerous. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. The gentleman I think is 
mistaken. The President has the authority to restrict our 
ships from carrying goods to belligerent nations and only 
if it becomes necessary so to do. I may add, I have offered 
this amendment because the elimination of section 3 from 
the bill leaves no restriction then upon American vessels, 
and I think that is an important feature. It might become 
serious and cause our involvement in a war. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It seems to me that covers a world
wide area. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. It is only for our ships. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Would the gentleman permit the 

amendment to be read again? 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Yes. I ask unanimous con .. 

sent that the amendment may be read again by the Clerk. 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will read 

the amendment again. 
There was no objection. 
The Clerk again read the Johnson amendment. 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 

amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
LUTHER A. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is thrown in here at a late 
hour. I believe the gentleman from New York [Mr. WADS
woRTH] is right. This amendment gives the President actu
ally more power than section 3, which was stricken out. 
Everybody seems to be agreed-the whole committee is 
agreed.:._that section 3 should be stricken out, because it gave 
the President the power to establish combat zones or areas 
wherever he desired. He could surround Italy with a combat 
area and say our ships could not go to Italy but could go un .. 
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impeded to Great Britain. It gave the President the power to 
determine the aggressor nation, and the arguments against 
section 3 were so strong after the committee reported it out 
it unanimouSly took that provision out of the bill. 

Now, the gentleman from Texas proposes that we give the 
President the power to control all of the seas and say that 
American ships cannot go to any nation, if he says so. If 
my interpretation is correct, then it is the old aggressor
nation power over again. :i:t is the power to determine the 
aggressor nation. If I am right, then it is a delegation of 
the war powers of the Congress, because there is not much 
difference between the aggressor-nation power and the con
stitutional right of Congress to declare war. It would simply 
mean we were delegating those war powers to the President 
to determine the aggressor nation, or to establish a Jefferson
ian embargo on American ships. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I think the gentleman's 

fears are not well founded. There is nothing in the resolu
tion that authorizes the President to discriminate against 
one nation or the other. They are all treated alike. It 
simply means that when the war situation gets so grave 
that it may imperil the lives of our citizens or our peace, or 
cause our involvement, the President can restrict the ship
ment by American ships to all belligerents of all commodi
ties that might get us into trouble. 
. Mr. FISH. It gives the President the full power to deter

mine what nation shall get these goods. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. The gentleman is wrong. 

It includes all belligerents. There is no discrimination. He 
makes the selection against all nations. 

Mr. FISH. The amendment reads: "Whenever the Presi
dent shall have issued a proclamation under authority of 
section 1, he shall also find that in order to preserve the 
peace of the United States or to protect the lives of citizens 
of the United States he shall so proclaim and thereafter, 
except under such limitations and exceptions as he may 
prescribe for any American vessel to carry such articles or 
materials to any belligerent states for the use of any belliger
ent state. 

Mr. BREWSTER. In other words, the President will pre
scribe such exceptions and limitations. He could put in any 
exceptions or limitations there that he himself might deter
mine were desirable. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. The exceptions refer to the 
goods that might be shipped. It does not refer to the coun
tries. It might be all right to carry some commodities and 
not others. You have some discretion. I think the gentle
man is entirely wrong when he fears there is anything in 
there that he can apply against one or the other. 

Mr. BREWSTER. There is nothing that says he cannot. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. This resolution is based 

upon treatment of all countries alike. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Where does it say that? 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. It does not apply to one. 

It applies to all alike. 
[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 

the last two words. · 
Mr. Chairman, I have not spoken on this bill as yet but 

I am very much concerned about this amendment. As far 
as my personal views are concerned I believe along the same 
lines as stated by the gentleman from New York [Mr. WADS
woRTH]. I do not know what this amendment will accom
plish. I do not know if it is a committee amendment. I 
see one of the Members nodding his head "no," but I would 
like to have official confirmation as to whether or not it is 
a committee amendment. 

Mr. BLOOM. It is not a committee amendment. 
Mr. McCORMACK. This amendment is very far reaching. 

I do not believe we ought to delegate extraordinary powers 
.in peacetime. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I stated when I began my 

remarks that it was not a committee amendment, that I had 
not conferred with other members of the committee, and 
that I only am responsible for it, and no one else. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I thoroughly respect the gentleman's 
views and his opinions, but I believe the amendment is 
very far reaching. The implications of this amendment are 
unlimited. I do not want to vest that power in any President 
in the absence of emergency conditions which require it. 
I ' have profound respect for the present occupant of the 
White House. I respect every occupant of the White House 
whether he is elected as a Democrat or a Republican or if, 
in the future, he may be elected as the candidate of any 
other political party. I respect the office as well as the 
occupant, but I also respect my duty and my obligations 
as a Member of the Congress of the United States. 

This amendment appears to be hastily drawn. Its con
tents may have been carefully considered by the drafter, 
but it appears to have been hastily drawn. We have just 
stricken out of the bill the "combat-area" provision, and 
that was a wise action. To put this provision in a bill would, 
in my opinion, be very unwise. Let us proceed, no matter 
what, our views are, with a rational mind, and with caution. 
Whether or not one is for the lifting of the embargo, let 
our differences of opinion be impersonal. Let us respect each 
other. But let us not, because of any reason, put into this 
bill something the implications of which we do not know. 
This amendment, as I see it, is exceedingly far reaching, and 
I am constrained to vote against it. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. The gentleman says we do 

not know what the implications of the amendment are, and 
that it was hastily drawn. Let me call the attention of 
the gentleman to the fact that the language is identical 
with section 2 of the act which expired on May 1, and which 
was passed by both Houses in 1937. This is not a new 
amendment and it was not hastily drawn. 

Mr. McCORMACK. If the Congress of the United States 
placed a limitation on it when it was originally adopted the 
Congress must have intended that it expire on the date that 
it did expire. This may be the best amendment in the 
world for all I know, but I do know that I know nothing 
about it now, and I know that my colleagues know nothing 
about it, at least those with whom I have talked. Cer
tainly, under such conditions it would be irrational and 
unwise to adopt such an amendment. Without attacking 
the amendment on its merits, I contend that under such 
circumstances caution should compel and prompt us in the 
exercise of a wise judgment to defeat the amendment that 
has been offered by the gentleman from Texas. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Texas EMr. LUTHER A. JoHN
soN]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. KUNKEL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KuNKEL: On page 4, line 13, after the 

word "obligations", strike out the remainder of line 13 and all of 
lines 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18 and insert "when and only when 
security in excess of the amount of the commercial credit or short
term obligation shall be deposited in this country and pledged 
to secure said commercial credit or short-term loan." 

Mr. KUNKEL. Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
designed purely to protect against the unfortunate circum
stance of creating credit abroad which we cannot collect. 
The fact that this amendment is important is borne out 
by the first part of section 4, in which the committee has 
provided that no one can make any loans to any foreign 
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country. If anyone makes a short-term loan to another 
person it is perfectly obvious, and it is perfectly wen known 
to all of us, that that short-term loan can become a long
term loan if the person who has borrowed the money does 
not pay it, unless there is some security available out of 
which the short-term loan can be collected. 

It is my object in this amendment to provide that any 
time a short-term loan is made it can be collected, because 
the amendment requires that the security be deposited in 
this country. This is not an unusual provision. Anyone 
who starts to carry on a business and wants to make a loan 
at a bank is frequently required to put up collateral against 
which he can have a running balance. Any country that 
wants to borrow from the United States on commercial 
credit or on short-term loans can do the same thing in this 
country. They can put over here goods which they produce 
or they can put over here securities which their citizens 
own. This is just a precaution to keep this ·country out of 
trouble. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. KUNKEL. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. As I understand the gentleman's 

amendment, it would prevent the u.se of international bank
ing machinery, operating through arrangements or credits 
in foreign lands and then coming on through on this side, 
by providing that the borrowers must deposit the security in 
this country before the transaction is completed. 

Mr. KUNKEL. It provides against the situation the gen
tleman mentions and also provides against it with respect 
to an individual, a banking institution, or anybody. It will 
cut it off at the start, and it will prevent any pecuniary in
terest in war being created in this country. I believe this 
is one of the most important amendments that can be put 
into this bill. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. In that case, who would be the judge 
of the sufficiency of the security? 

Mr. KUNKEL. Undoubtedly the President of the United 
States. 

I wish to call the attention of the Committee at this point 
to the fact that this amendment does not curtail any power. 
It merely makes it easier and more reasonable for the Presi
dent to exercise the power that is conferred on him by the 
section. It does not try to curtail by a single iota any power 
that is granted, but makes it easier for the President to 
exercise that power in a reasonable way. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. KUNKEL) there were-ayes 87, noes 119. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. O'CoNNoR: On page 4, beginning in 

line 8, after the word "person", ·strik.e out the proviso, the re
mainder of the paragraph, down through line 18, on page 4. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order 
against the amendment. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, I want to call your atten
tion to the importance of tllis amendment. 

Section 4 reads as follows: 
Whenever the President shall have issued a proclamation under 

the authority of section 1 (a), it shall thereafter be unlawful for 
any person within the United States to purchase, sell, or exchange 
bonds, securities, or other obligations of the government of any 
state named in such proclamation, or of any political subdivision of 
any such state, or . of any person acting for or on behalf of the gov
ernment of any such state, issued after the da.te of such proclama
tion, or to make any loan or extend any credit to any such govern- . 
ment, political subdivision, or person. · 

This provision obviously is to prevent the very thing that 
dragged this country into the other World War, by credit 
extended to foreign nations by the Wall Street and inter
national bankers. 

Now, here is the portion of this section that I am asking to 
be stricken from the bill. I wish to strike the following 
language: 

Provided, That if the President shall find that such action will 
serve to protect the commercial or other interests of the United 
States or its citizens, he may, in his discretion, and to such extent 
and under such regulations as he may prescribe, except from the 
operation of this section ordinary commercial credits and short-time 
obligations in aid of legal transactio:qs and of a character custom
arily used in normal peacetime commercial transaction; the Presi
dent shall make public every 90 days any and all exceptions granted 
under this proviso, together with the amounts of credits involved. 

_Mr. Chairman, this p:rovisionwritten in this bill would give 
the President of the United States the authority to set aside 
the rule laid down in the beginning of the paragraph to the 
effect that neither this Nation nor any of its citizens nor any 
institution in the United States can extend credit to any for
eign nation engaged in war. 

· My amendment is for the purpoSe of denying the President 
the right to exercise such discretion: Right here I want to say 
I have every respect and faith in our great President, but no 
man should be given this power. I think the exercise of that 
very discretion might lead us into complications, such as we 
were led into when we entered the World War. 

Mr. THORKELSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR. I yield to the gentleman, my colleague 
from Montana. 

Mr. THORKELSON. Is it not a fact that if one nation 
has credit in the United States and the United States holds 
bonds, if payment of such bonds is denied, it will lead to war? 

Mr. O'CONNOR. I want to say as a rule that is true. 
Also, just exactly as the gentleman said a while ago in refer
ence to his amendment. These short-term loans become 
long-term loans when not paid. We made short-term loans 
to other nations during the World War and they have become 
such long-term loans that they have never been paid and 
never will be paid. 

Mr. THORKELSON. As a matter of fact, these short-term 
loans become permanent loans? 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Right. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

•yield? 
Mr. O'CONNOR. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan, 

my good and esteemed friend. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Is it not also true that the financial 

section of this bill is really what they are after? 
Mr. O'CONNOR. Why, of course. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. They do not care about the rest of it 

if they can get this part of the bill. 
Mr. O'CONNOR. Anybody, of course, can read this and see 

that the President of the United States has been given power 
that might get us into another war, and when I say this I 
am speaking of the President in the abstract. 

Mr. VANZANDT. And is not the intent of the gentleman's 
proposed amendment along the lines of the Johnson Act? 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Exactly; and this provision in the bill 
would repeal that part of the Johnson Act. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. O'CONNOR. I yield to my good friend. 
Mr. KNUTSON. And this bill is strictly in the interest 

of the international bankers. 
Mr. O'CONNOR. To a certain extent. 
Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, will the gen

tleman yield?. 
Mr. O'CONNOR. I yield to my fine friend. 
Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. And under this bill we are 

giving the President all this authority in the interest of the 
international bankers and we are giving this authority to a 
President who is an ex-international banker and whose fam
ily was recently joined in holy bonds of matrimony with the 
house of DuPont. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Well, I will not agree to that. 
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Mr. PATRICK. Mr. ch-airman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. O'CONNOR. I yield to my dear colleague from 

·Alabama. 
Mr. PATRICK. I just want to warn my good friend and 

. colleague, whom I lov~ and admire, that the Republicans are 
trying to make a yes-man out of him, and I want to protect 
him. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Oh, I am not afraid of the Republicans 
: making a yes-man out of me, and the Democratic side can
, not make a yes-man out of me, either. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. O'CONNOR. I yield to our beloved majority leader, 

whom we all love and admire. 
Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman said a moment ago that 

they were giving power here that the President of the United 
States could use to get us into war. Does the gentleman 
have any idea that the present President of the United States 
wants to get us into war? 

Mr. O'CONNOR. No; a thousand times no; but no one 
man should be given that power. That must be left to 
Congress. But here is the point-you extend credit to those 
nations over there, and powerful influences will be used to 
see that the flag will follow the credit extended as it has 
heretofore, and I propose not to permit that if I can stop it. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani

mous consent that all debate on this amendment and all 
amendments thereto close in 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HINSHAW. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chair

man, I would like to have a few minutes. 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I modify my request to 

make it 10 minutes, then, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 

the gentleman from Texas? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. HINSHAW. Mr: Chairman, I move to strike out the 

last word. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HINSHAW. I yield. 
Mr. CRAWFORD. Does the gentleman understand this 

bill to the effect that the Federal Reserve banks can issue 
Federal Reserve notes or currency against the paper that is 
held by aliens, turn it into the banks for the purchase of this 
material? 

:Mr. HINSHAW. I presume if the notes are discounted at 
the Federal Reserve bank, they would become the basis for 
the issuance of Federal Reserve notes. 

I am going to support the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Montana [Mr. O'CoNNOR] who preceded me. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, this section 

is identically the same as the present law with reference to 
the credit section, except that it has been modified by two 
amendments. One of the amendments is the last part of 
section A, which is in italics, "the President shall make pub
lic every 90 days any and all exceptions granted under this 
proviso, together with the amounts of credits involved." 

That is the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. BARTON]. The other amendment is on line 
12, which has been offered by the committee, after the word 
"section," "for a period of not more than 90 days, without 
renewals." 

This does not give the President more power than he has 
had heretofore, but gives him less power. This section is 
not new. It has been the law all the time and it is based on 
the so-called Johnson Act with reference to. the acquiring of 
credits by countries in default to this country. As the House 
well knows, the gentleman from California [Mr. JoHNSON] 
was the author of a resolution passed some years ago, by 
which loans are prohibited or the sale of bonds is prohibited 
in this country by any government that is in default to the 

United States. We thought it was wise to apply that same 
language with reference to belligerent nations so as to pro
hibit the accumulation of further war debts in this country. 
So this section is simply in conformity with the Johnson Act, 
and the exceptions are based upon the same language of the 
Johnson Act. 

There is no reason for alarm with reference to it. The 
gentleman's amendment ought to be voted down. Otherwise 
it will destroy the language with reference to that section. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I yield. 
Mr. O'CONNOR. Is it not a fact that if we adopt this 

language, the President has the right to declare, in his dis
cretion, that it is for the interest of the people at large to 
permit credit to be extended to foreign belligerent nations? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. No. The gentleman is en
tirely wrong. His fears are based upon a misapprehension 
of the facts. It does not enlarge the credits. It does not 
permit the credits to be enlarged. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Will not the gentleman admit that if a 
short-term loan is not paid it becomes a long-term loan and 
sometimes a permanent loan? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Well, it is not intended to 
· be that. This is the same language as contained in the John-

son Act. It has never been abused. 
I think the amendment should be voted down. 
I ask for a vote, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I offer a prefer

ential motion: 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I move that 

the Committee do now rise. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan) there were ayes 7 and noes 82. 
So the motion was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of

fered by the gentleman froqt Montana. 
The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PETERsoN of Florida: On page 6, after 

line 11, insert a new section as follows: 
"SEC. 5. During the existence Qf any proclamation issued by the 

President under the proyisions of section 1 of this act no American 
vessel carrying arms, ammunition, or implements of war shall 
carry any American citizen." 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 
point of order against the amendment. I did not catch the 

·reading of the amendment in its entirety, but from· what I 
heard of it I think it is similar to an amendment that has 
already been voted on. 

The CHAIRMAN. If that be true, it would be subject to 
a point of order. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. -Mr. Chairman, it is different 
from other amendments. My amendment is limited to Amer-
ican citizens. . 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 
point of order against the amendment. • 

The -CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas reserves a 
point of order against the amendment. 

The gentleman from Florida is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. Chairman, this is another 

method of approach to the problem which was brought to 
the attention of this Committee first by the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY], and later by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. JoHNSoN]. 

This amendment makes it unlawful-! will read it so you 
may know just what it provides: 

During the existence of any proclamation issued by the President 
under the provisions of section 1 c;>f this act no American vesst')l 
carrying arms, ammunition, or implements of war shall carry any 
American citizen. · 

This is different from the Johnson amendment, in that the 
Johnson amendment referred to both American vessels and 
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neutral vessels. and referred to passengers generally, whereas 
this amendment is limited to American vessels carrying arms, 
amm1.mition, dr implements of war, and they are prohibited 
from carrying any American citizen as a passenger. My 
amendm ent is mfferent from the Gooley amendment in that 
the Cooley amendment made it unlawful for ships carrying 
implements of war to carry passengers or for passenger ves
sels to carry implements of war. 

I cannot see how- w-e can justify any American vessel 
carrying implements of war and at the same time carrYing 
passengers. It is one of the things that would cause us more 
trouble than anything else. It is bad enough in time of peace 
to allow passengers to travel on ships carrying explosives and 
implements of war, but it is infinitely more dang-erous to allow 
such practi-ce in times of trouble, of wars and threats of war. 

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr. Chairman. will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PETERSON of Florida. I yi-eld. 
Mr. TINKHAM. Has the honorable R-epresentative from 

Florida read section 9 which we are now approaching? I 
read it~ 

SEc. 9. Whenever the President shall have issued a proclama
tion under the authority of section 1, it shall thereafter be unlawful, 
until such proclamation is revoked, for any American vessel en
gaged in commerce with any belligerent state, named in such 
proclamation, to be armed or to carry any .armament, arms, am
munition, or implements of war, except smail arms and ammuni
tion therefor which the President may deem necessary and shall 
publicly designate for the preservation of discipline aboard such 
vessels. 

Will not the adoption of section 9 entirely meet the ob
jectives aimed at by the gentleman's amendment? 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. I think not. I think the pri
mary purpose of section 9 is to prevent the arming of Amer
ican merchant vessels; and I think that is carried out by the 
statement in the title of the section itself. 

The purpose of my amendment is to prevent an American 
ship carrying arms or ammunition from carrying American 
passengers. As I stated before, it is bad enough to allow 
passengers to travel on ships carrying cargoes of dangerous 
weapons and ex_plosives. Certainly we should prohibit in 
time of war a vessel from carrying American citizens into a 
war zone. This does not take any right away from the pas
senger, but it puts a positive obligation on the ship. It 
applies to American vessels and American citizens and does 
not get into the question of neutrals. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PETERSON of Florida. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman's amendment applies only 

in the event a proclamation is issued, and that, of course, 
indicates -certain belligerent states. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. The gentleman is correct, 
only in the event a proclamation is issued under section 1 
naming a belligerent state. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman believes that no American 
citizen should be permitted to ride on a ship carrying those 
deadly weapons in wartime. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Certainly not. 
-Mr. COOLEY. I agree with the gentleman entwely. 
Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. P~TERSON of Florida. I yield. 
Mr. FADDIS. Does not the gentleman believe that cotton 

ought to be named in this bill as a. lethal weapon? 
Mr. PETERSON -of Florida. My amendm-ent does· not 

deal with tbe classification of arms, ammunition, munitions, 
or impiements of war, -and I would rather not get into the 
discussion of that controversial matter. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I reserved -a 
point of order against the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Florida; but inasmuch as it differs from the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from Oklahoma and the 
amendment off-ered by th-e gentleman from North Carolina, 
I withdraw my point of order. Since the question has already 
been debated, I ask for a vote on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Fluiida. 

The question-was taken; and on a division (demanded .by 
Mr. PETERSON of Florida) there were-ayes 47, noes 93. 

So the amendment was r~jected. 
Mr. -COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I -- offer an amendment 

which I send to the Clerk's desk. 
The Clerk reads as foUows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CooLEY: Page 6, line 11, atld a new 

section as follows: "That whenever the President shall have issued 
a proclamation under authority of section 1 (a) it shall be the 
duty <Of the Federal Government to ascertain whether any Ameri
can vessel about to leave any Am-erican port is carrying arms or 
'Brmmunitlons of Wat', and in the event it is, then lt shall be the 
d_u~y of the Pre~ident to cause to be advised of the fact any 
<:itl2ell '!f the Umted States seeking to secure passage thereon, and 
to prohlbit any citizen of the Un1ted states trom traveling as a 
passenger upon said. v.essel." 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. -chairman, may I ask the acting chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Affairs if his committee 
will accept this amendment'? 

Mr. BLOOM. I do not think we can accept the amend
ment. All these amendments have been voted down once. 
To do what the gentleman is seeking by his amendment would 
involve the employment of thousands of people in this one 
piece of work. 

Mr. COOLEY. All I am asking by this amendment is to 
have American citizens who are about to go upon a boat for 
passage across the sea advised as to the cargo below the main 
deck of the boat. 

Mr. BLOOM. But the gentleman makes it incumbent upon 
the Federal Government to do certain things. 

Mr. COOLEY. I make it incumbent upon the Federal 
Government to ascertain whether or not the ship is carrying 
war mater:al. If it is, then it is the duty of the Presid-ent 
to issue an order prohibiting any passenger from travehng 
upon that boat. 

Mr. VORYS of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 
Mr. VORYS of Ohio. As the bill stands at present, there 

are not going to be any shiPs g-Oing to belligerent countries 
carrying arms and ammunition. 

Mr. COOLEY. If the gentleman's amendment is retained 
in the bill, that is true, but iii the event that amendment 
goes out w-e are right back where ·we started. I feel it would 
be a crime to permit innocent people to walk aboard a ship 
not knowing that they are sleeping over deadly weapons and 
I ask that the Federal Government, that must certainly know 
the nature of the cargo with which the ship is loadEd, adVise
the passenger of the nature of the cargo so that he might 
forego the privilege of riding on the ship. 

I do not think we are -asking too much in requesting this. 
I think the membership of the House understands the purpose 
of the amendment and I hope it will be agreed to. 

Mr. DARDEN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman from Virginia. 
Mr. DARDEN. The bill carri-es no inhibitions against ship

ments to South American republics. SUppose a war should 
break out in Europe and a boat was 1eaving for South Amer
ica. What would the gentleman do with that boat? 

Mr. COOLEY. This amendment is applicable to American 
ships about to leave American ports. 

Mr. DARDEN. Suppose they are going to South America. 
Mr. COOLEY. If they are carrying ammunition and im·· 

plements of war, then the citizens should be advised as to the 
nature of the carg.o so that they might ·forego passage on 
the ship. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Will .the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 
Mr . .JOHNSON of Oklahoma. 1 may say to the gentle-

man I feel this is one of the most important amendments 
that has been cliered this evening. It is similar to an 
amendment l ()ffered a few minutes ago, except it is a little 
better. · 

Mr. COOLEY. I thank the g-entleman for the contri-
bution. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yi-eld to the gentleman from Minnesota. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I wish tG inform the 

,gentleman that I will accept his amendm-ent. 
Mr. COOLEY. I appreciate the gentleman's statement. 



1939 (!ONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 8341 
Mr. THORKELSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman from Montana. 
Mr. THORKELSON. Is it not a fact those ships carry 

from 100 to 350 men in a crew? They are all Americans 
too. What shall we do with those people? 

Mr. COOLEY. If they are members of the crew and they 
are lost on the high seas that is -as a result of a risk of their 

· employment. They know the nature of the cargo the ship 
is carrying. On the other hand, the women and children of 
this Nation, before they are blown up on the high seas, 
should at least have knowledge of the fact that they are 
riding on ships which are carrying instruments of destruc
tion. You know and I know that the one thing that will get 
this Nation into war is to have a ship blown up on the high 
seas carrying women and children who are innocent and who 
have no knowledge as to the nature of the cargo. · 

Mr. THORKELSON. The seamen should not be subjected 
to the risk either. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I hope this amendment 
may be agreed to. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is ·on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEYL 
· The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. CooLEY) there were-ayes 53, noes 97. 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

SOLICITATION AND COLLECTION OF FUNDS 

SEc. 5. (a) Whenever the President shall have issued a proclama
tion under the a~thority_ of section 1 (a), it shall thereafter be 
unlawful for any person within the United States to solicit or 
receive any contribution for or on behalf of the government of any 
state named in the proclamation or of any association, organiza
tion, or person acting for or on behalf of such government. Noth
ing in this section shall be construed to prohibit the solicitation 
or collection of contributions to be used for medical aid and 
assistance, or for food and clothing to relieve human suffering, 
when such solicitation or collection of contributions is made on 
behalf of and for use by any person or organization which is not 
acting for or on behalf or in aid of any such government, but all 
such solicitations and collections of contributions shall be subject 
to the approval of the President and shall be made under such 
rules and regulations as he shall prescribe. 

(b) Whenever the President shall have revoked any proclamation 
issued under the authority of section 1 (a), the provisions of this 
section and of any regulations issued by the President hereunder 
shall thereupon cease to apply with respect to the states named 
in such proclamation, except with respect to offenses committed 
prior to such revocation. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I move that . the Committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having 

resumed the chair, Mr. CooPER, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union1 reported that 
that Committee, having had under 'consideration House Joint 
Resolution 306, the Neutrality Act of 1939, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

COLLATERAL SECURITY FOR FEDERAL RESERVE NOTES 
Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

for the immediate consideration of the bill <S. 2618) to ex
tend the period during which direct obligations of the 
United States may be used as collateral security for Fed
eral Reserve notes. The bill has been passed by the Sen
ate and an identical bill has been reported unanimously 
from the Committee on Banking and Currency. This bill 
simply extends for 2 years the time within which the Federal 
Reserve banks may use direct Government obligations as a 
cover for Federal Reserve notes in place of commercial 
paper. Similar extensions have been granted on three dif
ferent occasions. The original act was passed in 1932. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Reserving the right to 

object, Mr. Speaker, I understand from the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. WoLCOTT] that this is satisfactory. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the second paragraph of section 16 of 

the . Federal Reserve Act, as amended, is hereby amended by 
striking therefrom the words "until June 30, 1939" and by insert
ing in lieu thereof the words "until June 30, 1941." 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read. 
the third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 
STABILIZATION FUND AND ALTERATION OF THE WEIGHT OF THE 

DOLLAR 
Mr. SOMERS of New York submitted a conference report 

and statement on the bill <H. R. 3325) to extend the time 
within which . the powers relating to the stabilization and 
alteration of the weight of the dollar may be exercised. 

ASSESSMENT WORK ON MINES 
Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 

consent to take from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 6977, 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amendment, as follows: 
Senate amendment: In line 11, strike out "October" and insert 

"September". 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Utah? 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Reserving the right to object, Mr. 
Speaker, may I inquire of the gentleman from Utah if the 
text of the bill is identical with the text of the bill as it 
passed the House, with the exception of the time limit? 

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. The only difference is that 
"October 1" has been stricken and "September 1" inserted in 

' lieu thereof. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Utah? 
There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was concurred jn, and a motion to 

reconsider was laid on the table. 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REVENUE BILL 

Mr. NICHOLS submitted the following conference report 
on the bill (H. R. 6577) to provide revenue for the District of 
Columbia, and for other purposes: 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate -to the bill (H. R. 6577) to 
provide revenue for the District of Columbia, and for other pur
poses, having met, after full and free conference, · have been unable 
to agree. 

JENNINGS RANDOLPH, 
JACK NICHOLS, 
AMBROSE KENNEDY, 
EvERETT M. DIRKSEN, 

- GEORGE J. BATES, 
Managers on the part of the House. 

JOHN .H. OVERTON, 
WILLIAM H. KING, 
M. E. TYDINGS, 
PAT McCARRAN, 
ARTHUR CAPPER, 

Managers on the part ot the Senate. 

RELIEF BILL, l940 
Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that the conferees on House Joint Resolution 
326, the relief bill, may have until midnight tonight to file 
their report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Virginia? 
~ere was no objection. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. KNUTsoN asked and was given permission to revise 

and extend his own remarks in the RECORD. 
Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

revise and extend my own remarks in the RECORD and in
clude therein an article by Mr. J. Carroll Cone describing 
the first trans-Atlantic flight of the Yankee Clipper. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman fr~m Arkansas? 



8342 .CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 'JUNE 29 
There was no objection. 
Mr. KITCHENS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

to extend my own remarks in the RECORD and include therein 
a statement and a copy of a letter of the Secretary of State 
on the trade-treaty program. 
· The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 

all Members speaking on House Joint Resolution 306, the 
Neutrality Act of 1939, may be permitted to revise and 
extend their remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. FISH. Will not the gentleman include in his request 
all Members of the House? 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I modify the request and ask 
unanimous consent that all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to extend their remarks in the RECORD on the 
bill under consideration today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SACKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

extend my remarks in the RECORD by including therein a 
broadcast delivered by Han. PATRICK J; BoLAND on June 28, 
1939, over the National Broadcasting System. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KEOGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to· 

extend my own remarks in the RECORD by including therein 
a short editorial appearing in the Brooklyn Daily Eagle. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con

sent to revise and extend my own remarks in the RECORD and 
include therein a brief article on neutrality. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LYNDON B. JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to extend my own remarks in the REcORD 
and include therein a brief editorial from the Austin 
American. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THORKELSON, Mr. RICH, Mr. WHITE of Ohio, and Mr. 

KELLER asked and were given permission to revise and 
extend their own remarks in the ' RECORD. 

Mr. RISK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks in the RECORD and to include therein a 
short newspaper article. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Rhode Island? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GRANT of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 

consent to extend my remarks in the RECORD and to include 
a short letter from a constituent on the subject of neu
trality. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. IZAC. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex

tend my remarks in the RECORD and to include therein an 
address over radio station W JR by Mr. Thomas E. Stone, 
chairman of the Council of Associated Veterans. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the . request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COFFEE of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to place in the remarks I made this afternoon 
a few excerpts from letters relating to the subject discussed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted, as 
follows: 

To Mrs. NORTON for 1 week, on account of illness. 
To Mr. JAcOBSEN, at the request of Mr. LECOMPTE, for 2 

days on accqunt of death in family. 
HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the House adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 
11 o'clock a.m. tomorrow. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, will the gentleman tell us what his pro
gram is going to be tomorrow and the order in which the 
legislation is to be considered? 

Mr. RAYBURN. I do not know that at this time. The 
W. P. A. conference report and the stabilization matter will 
come up first. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Which one will be taken 
up first? 

Mr. RAYBURN. I cannot tell tbe gentleman that tonight. 
I can give him the information pretty early tomorrow. I 
cannot inform the gentleman now, because some of the peo
ple I want to converse with are not present. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The only reason I ask 
the question is because some of the Members over here are 
quite disturbed over the order in which the matters will 
come up. I think it would help the gentleman to get his 
request granted if we knew about that. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I cannot tell the gentleman because I do 
not know, but they will be the first two matters to come 
up tomorrow. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that that committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled a bill of the House of the following title, which was 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 5269. An act making appropriations for the Depart
ment of Agriculture and for the Farm Credit Administration 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1940, and for other 
purposes. 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 
Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 

reported that that committee did on this day present to the 
President, for his approval, bills of the House of the follow-
ing titles: · 

H. R. 5427. An act making · appropriations for the Labor 
Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1940, and for 
other purposes; and 

H. R. 6392. An act making appropriations for the Depart
ments of State and Justice and for the judiciary, and for the 
Department of Commerce, for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1940, and for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 

now adjour.n. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 11 o'clock and 

49 minutes p. m.) the House, under the order heretofore 
made, adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, June 30, 1939, at 
11 o'clock a. m. 

COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries will 
hold public hearings in room 219, House Office Building, 
at 10 a. m., on the bills and dates listed below: 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries at 10 a. m. Tuesday, July 11, 1939, for 
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the consideration of H. R. 6881, to implement the provisions 
of the Ship Owners' Liability (sick and injured seamen) 
Convention, 1936. · 

The notice of June 27, 1939, advised that public hearings 
would be held on Tuesday, July 11, 1939, at 10 a. m. (E. S. 
TJ on H. R. 6881, a bill to implement the · provisions of the 
Shipowners' Liability (sick and injured seamen) Conven
tion, 1936" 

On the same day hearings will be held on H. R. 6726, a bill 
to amend the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended, to pro
vide compensation for disability or death resulting from in
jury to officers and members of the crew of vessels under the 
jurisdiction of the United States, and for other purposes. It 
has been decided to hold hearings jointly on these bills 
because of the relation between the two. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

On Wednesday, July 5, 1939, beginning at 10 a. m., there 
will be continued a public hearing before the Committee on 
the Judiciary on the bill <H. R. 6369) to amend the act en
titled "An act to establish a uniform system of bankruptcy 
throughout the United States," approved July 1, 1898, and 
acts amendatory thereof and supplemental thereto; to create 
a Railroad Reorganization Court; and for other purposes. 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 

There will be a meeting of a subcommittee of the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Fri
day, June 30, 1939, for the public consideration of H. R. 5726, 
to amend the Interstate Commerce Act by providing that the 
shipper shall be liable for charges in certain cases. 

COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS 

There will be a meeting of the Commiittee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads Friday, June 30, 1939, at 10 a. m., for 
the consideration of H. R. 2748, to provide power-boat serv
ice in Alaska. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications 

were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 
917. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 

letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated June 13, 1939, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers and an illustration, on a preliminary 
examination and survey of Broad Creek, Middlesex County, 
Va., authorized by the River and Harbor Act approved June 
20, 1938 (H. Doc. No. 381) ; to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors and ordered to be printed, with an illustration. 

918. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropria
tions for the Treasury Department for the fiscal years 1939 
and 1940, amounting to $132,437, together with a draft of a 
proposed provision pertaining to an existing appropriation 
<H. Doc. No. 382); to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 

919. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropria
tions, for the fiscal year 1940, for the Department of Labor 
amounting to $250,000 <H. Doc. No. 383); to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

920. A letter from the Chairman, Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation, transmitting a report of the activities and 
expenditures for the month of May 1939, of the Recon
struction Finance Corporation, and a statement of loans 
and other authorizations made during the month <H. Doc. 
No. 384); to the Committee on Banking and Currency and 
ordered to be printed. 

921. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, 
transmitting one item from the Department of State to be 
destroyed or otherwise disposed of; to the Committee on 
the Disposition of Executive Papers. 

922. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, 
transmitting a list of papers from the Treasury Department, 
consisting of 640 items, to be destroyed or otherwise disposed 
of; to the Committee on the Disposition of Executive Papers. 

923. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, 
transmitting lists of papers from the Treasury Department, 
consisting of 158 items, to be destroyed or otherwise disposed 
of; to the Committee on the Disposition of Executive Papers. 

924. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, 
transmitting a list of papers from the United States District 
Court for the Southern District of California, consisting of 
two items, which are to be destroyed or otherwise disposed 
of; to the Committee on the Disposition of Executive Papers. 

925. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, 
transmitting lists of papers from the Post Office Department 
to be destroyed or otherwise disposed of; to the Committee 
on the Disposition of Executive Papers. 

926. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, 
transmitting lists of papers from the Department of the 
Navy, consisting of 113 items, to be destroyed or otherwise 
disposed of; to the Committee on the Disposition of Executive 
Papers. 

927. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, 
transmitting a list of papers from the Department of the 
Interior, consisting of 23 items, to be destroyed or otherwise 
disposed of; to the Committee on the Disposition of Executive 
Papers. 

928. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, trans
mitting lists of papers from the Department of Agriculture, 
consisting of 545 items, which are to be destroyed or other
wise disposed of; to the Committee on the Disposition of 
Executive Papers. 

929. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, trans
mitting a list of papers, consisting of 47 items, from the De
partment of Commerce to be destroyed or otherwise disposed 
of; to the Committee on the Disposition of Executive Papers. 

930. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, trans
mitting a listpf papers, consisting of two items, from the De
partment of Labor to be destroyed or otherwise disposed of; 
to the Committee on the Disposition of Executive Papers. 

931. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, trans
mitting a list of papers, consisting of 460 items, from the 
Veterans' Administration to be destroyed or otherwise dis
posed of; to the Committee on the Disposition of Executive 
Papers. 

932. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, trans
mitting a list of papers, consisting of 29 items, from the Farm 
Credit Administration which are to be destroyed or other
wise disposed of; to the Committee on the Disposition of 
Executive Papers. 

933. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, trans
mitting a list of filiUS, consisting of 12 items, from the Treas
ury Department which are to be destroyed or otherwise dis
posed of; to the Committee on the Disposition of Executive 
Papers. 

934. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
draft of a bill to amend section 9a, National Defense Act, as 
amended, so as to provide specific authority for the employ
ment of warrant officers of the Regular Army as agents of 
officers of the Finance Department for the disbursement of 
public funds; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

935~ A letter from the Acting Secretary of Agriculture, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill for the relief of John 
F. Elliott, former disbursing clerk, Division of Disbursement, 
Treasury Department; to the Committee on Claims. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 
Mr. COCHRAN: Committee on Accounts. House Resolu

tion 235. Resolution to provide an additional allocation for 
carrying out the provisions of House Resolution 130; with 
amendments <Rept. No. 993). Committed to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union and ordered 
to be printed. 

Mr. HOBBS: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 5138. A 
bill to make unlawful attempts to overthrow the Government 
of the United States; to require licensing of civilian military 
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organizations; to make unlawful attempts to interfere with 
the discipline of the Army and Navy; to require registration 
and fingerprinting of aliens; to enlarge the jurisdiction of 
the United States Circuit Court of Appeals in certain cases; 
and for other purposes; with amendment <Rept. No. 994). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. HILL: Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 
H. R. 6984. A bill to provide a feasible and comprehensive 
plan for the variable payment of construction charges on 
United States reclamation projects, to protect the investment 
of the United States in such projects, and for other pur
poses; with amendment <Rept. No. 995). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. SOUTH: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. H. R. 5525. A bill to extend the times for com
mencing and completing the construction of a bridge over 
Lake Sabine at or near Port Arthur, Tex., to amend the act 
of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 1008), and for other purposes; 
with amendment <Rept. No. 996). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. KELLER: Committee on the Library. H. R. 5024. A 
bill to authorize the Archivist of the United States to cause 
to be collected, edited, and prepared for printing the con
temporary matter relative to the ratification of the Consti
tution of the United States, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 997) . Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 
Mr. SMITH of Connecticut: Committee on Military Affairs. 

H. R. 3931. A bill for the relief of Charles H. LeGay; without 
amendment <Rept. No. 998). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut: Committee on Military Affairs. 
H. R. 6063. A bill for the relief of Franklin C. Richardson; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 999). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. LESINSKI: Committee on Invalid Pensions. H. R. 
7038. A bill granting pensions to certain widows of veterans 
of the Civil War; without amendment <Rept. No. 1000). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. LESINSKI: Committee on Invalid Pensions. H. R. 
7039. A bill granting increase of pensions to certain widows 
of veterans of the Civil War; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1001) . Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. LESINSKI: Committee on Invalid Pensions. H. R. 
766. A bill granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth Fair
fax Ayres; without amendment <Rept. No. 1002). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole ·Hause. 

Mr. LESINSKI: Committee on Invalid Pensions. H. R. 
2448. A bill granting an increase of pension to Mertie 
Lorain Anderson; without amendment (Rept. No. 1003). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. LESINSKI: Committee on Invalid Pensions. H. R. 
5105. A bill granting a pension to John Spaedy; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1004) . Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. MICHAEL J. KENNEDY: 

H. R. 7029. A bill to provide for a national census of hous
ing; to the Committee on the Census. 

By Mr. STARNES of Alabama: 
H. R. 7030. A bill to establish an ordnance arsenal in the 

State of Alabama; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. BLOOM: 

H. R. 7031. A bill to incorporate the National Council of 
Young Israel; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NELSON: 
H. R. 7032. A bill to limit the operation of sections 109 and 

113 of the Criminal Code and section 190 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States with respect to counsel in 
certain cases; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RANDOLPH: 
H. R. 7033. A bill to amend section 812 of the Code of Law 

of the District of Columbia, as amended, relating to kidnap
ing, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

By Mr. SMITH of Washington: 
H. R. 7034. A bill to raise revenue by taxing imported 

chemical wood pulp; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
By Mr. HOBBS: 

H. R. 7035. A bill to provide additional civil remedies 
against violations of the antitrust laws, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By :Mr. WELCH: 
H. R. 7036. A bill amending section 6 of the act entitled 

"An act granting to the city and county of San Francisco 
certain rights-of-way .in, over, and through certain public 
lands, the Yosemite National Park and Stanislaus National 
Forest, and certain lands in the Yosemite National Park, the 
Stanislaus National Forest, and the public lands in the State 
of California, and for other purposes," approved December 
19, 1913 (38 Stat. 242) ; to the Committee on the Public 
Lands. 

By Mr. WEST: 
H. R. 7037. A bill to amend the Tariff Act of 1930; to the 

Committee on Ways and Means. 
By Mr. LANHAM: 

H. J. Res. 341. Joint resolution to dissolve the United States 
Supreme Court Building Commission; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. JONES of Texas: 
H. J. Res. 342. Joint resolution relating to section 322 of 

the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

H. J. Res. 343. Joint resolution to amend section 335 (C) 

of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. MA,RTIN J. KENNEDY: 
H. J. Res. 344. Joint resolution to amend section 601 (C) 

(8) (A) of the Revenue Act of 1932, as amended; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. IZAC: . 

H. R. 7040. A bill for _ the relief of Mildred Mabel Metts; to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WHELCHEL: 
H. R. 7041. A bill authorizing the Commissioner of Pat

ents to register and admit to practice before the United States 
Patent Office, Lt. (Jr. Gr.) Stone Elkin Bush, United States 
Navy, retired; to the.Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. BARRY: 
H. R. 7042. A bill for the relief of Anna J. Krogoll; to the 

Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. BLOOM: 

H. R. 7043. A bill for the relief of Clarence Mulligan; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

H. R. 7044. A bill for the relief of William Beyer; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. DARDEN: 
H. R. 7045. A bill granting an increase of pension to Flor

ence Sharp Grant; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. DARROW: 

H. R. 7046 (by request). A bill for the relief of Maria 
Schreyer; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza
tion. 
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By Mr. FERNANDEZ: 

H. R. 7047. A bill for the relief of Harvey Canal, Land & 
Improvement Co.; to the Committee on Claims. 

H. R. 7048. A bill for the relief of Clarence Stanley Williams; 
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland: 
H. R. 7049. A bill for the relief of John L. Summers, former 

aisbursing clerk, Treasury Department, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Claims. 

H. R. 7050. A bill for the relief of certain former disbursing 
officers for the Civil Works Administration; to the Committee 
on Claims. 

By Mr. MILLER: 
H. R . 7051. A bill for the relief of William H. Sheehan; to 

the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. MONRONEY: 

H. R. 7052. A bill to provide a posthumous advancement in 
grade for the late Ensign Joseph Hester Patterson, United 
States Navy; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. O'BRIEN: 
H. R. 7053. A bill for the relief of Bruno Wallner; to the 

Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 
By Mr. O'CONNOR: 

H. R. 7054. A bill for the relief of the Bowdoin Oil & Gas 
Co. of Glasgow, Mont.; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. REECE of Tennessee: · 
H. R. 7055. A bill for the relief of John A. Lo.we; to the 

Committee on the Civil Service. 
By Mr. SASSCER: 

H. R. 7056. A bill for the relief of Daniel Jord~n; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland: 
H. R. 7057. A bill for the relief of the Morris Weinman 

Co.; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. MARTIN J. KENNEDY: 

H. R. 7058 <by request). A bill to pro.vide for a national 
census of housing; to the Committee on the Census. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 

laid on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
4102. By Mr. BOLLES: Petition of sundry citizens of Ra

cine, Wis., favoring a strict neutrality act which will keep 
us out of foreign entanglements; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

4103. By Mr. MICHAEL J. KENNEDY: Petition of the 
American Institute of Park Executives, endorsing the pro
posed legislation as contained in the Barkley and Mansfield
Spence bills relating to the pollution of streams; to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

4104. Also, petition of Local No. 96, International Molders 
Union, of Brooklyn, N.Y., favoring enactment of House bills 
5875 and 5876; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

4105. Also, petition of the National Sculpture Society, 
opposing the proposed bridge between Battery Park, Man
hattan, and Hamilton Avenue, Brooklyn, N. Y.; to the 
Committee on the Public Lands. 

4106. Also, petition of American Women Against Com
munism, Inc., opposing enactment of the Bloom neutrality 
bill; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

4107. Also, petition of National Business Associates, favor
ing enactment of the Wagner-Rogers bill for the admission 
of German refugee children; to the Committee on Labor. 

4108. Also, petition of the Valve Pilot Corporation of New 
York City, opposing the enactment of the President's spend
ing program by means of self-liquidating projects; to the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments. 

4109. Also, petition of the Volunteer Christian Committee 
to Boycott Nazi Germany, of New York City, advocating 
enactment of the antilynching bill; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

4110. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of the American Institute 
of Park Executives and American Park Society, relating to 
abatement of stream pollution; to the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors. 

4111. Also, petition of the Valve Pilot Corporation, New 
Yo"rk City, concerning the President's recommendations; to 
the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart
ments. 

4112. Also, petition of the Social Service Employees Union, 
U. 0. P. W. A., New York City, concerning the Wagner
Rogers bill; to the Committee on Labor. 

4113. Also, petition of the Brooklyn Chamber of Commerce, 
Brooklyn, N. Y., concerning House bill 6577, the District of 
Oolumbia business-privilege tax; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

4114. Also, petition of the Harman Knitwear Co., Brooklyn, 
N.Y., concerning neutrality legislation; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

4115. Also, petition of the Division of Housing of the State 
of New York, New York City, concerning Senate bill 2240, the 
low-rent housing bill; to the Committee on Labor. 

4116. Also, petition of the National Business Associates, 
Washington, D. C., concerning the Wagner-Rogers bill; to 
the Committee on Labor. 

4117. By Mr. HOUSTON: Petition of certain citizens of 
Newton, Kans., and vicinity, urging that immediate steps be 
taken to stop shipments of war materials to aggressor nations; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

4118. By Mr. LAMBERTSON: Petition of Rev. Claude Ens
lein and 142 other citizens of Seneca, Kans., urging Congress 
to defeat the Sol Bloom neutrality bill in·order that the United 
States may have no foreign entanglements, no picking of 
aggressors, no participation in Europe's blooo business, and 
no surrender to foreign propaganda; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

4119. By Mr. PFEIFER: Petition of the International 
Molders' Union, Local No. 96, Brooklyn, N.Y., urging support 
of House bills 5875 and -5876; to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

4120. Also, petition of the New York State Division of 
Housing, New York, N. Y., concerning the Wagner bill 
(S. 2240); to the Committee on Labor. 

4121. Also, petition of the Brooklyn Chamber of Commerce, 
Brooklyn, N. Y., recommending that the business-privilege 
tax provision be deleted from the District of Columbia reve
nue bill; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

4122. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the 
State of New York, New York City, urging passage of the 
Hatch bill (S. 1871); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

4123. Also, petition of the New York Board of Trade, Inc., 
New York City, urging support of the Hatch bill <S. 1871); 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

4124. By the SPEAKER: Petition· of Mrs. A. Connell, of 
Stratford, Conn., petitioning consideration of their resolution 
with reference to neutrality legislation; to the ·committee on
Foreign Mairs. 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, JUNE 30, 1939 

The Chaplain, Rev. Z~Barney T. Phillips, D. D., offered the 
following prayer: 

Our Father Who art in heaven, let these moments of prayer 
be our quickening circumstance, the touch of which shall draw 
out the slumbering soul in us. Bring us to those heights where 
we are chastened and cleansed. with the vision of our faults 
and errors, where we can see the transient in the light of the 
everlasting and the great world about us with its sin and suf
fering, its crying injustices and abuses, in the light of the 
throne of God. Teach us how to bear each others' burdens 
and to look with charity upon each other's faults, that, know
ing the springs of thought and deed, we may forsake the 
winding ways of greed and selfish joy, and follow the footsteps 
of the blessed Christ along the highway of eternal right. We 
ask it in His name. Amen. 

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, the 
reading of the Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, June 
29, 1939, was dispensed with, and the Journal was approved. 
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